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EAST EUROPE REPORT 
POLITICAL, SOCIOLOGICAL AND MILITARY AFFAIRS 


No. 1701 
EXTRACTS FROM ENVER HoxHa’s ‘REFLECTIONS ON CHINA’ 
Part I 


Tirana ATA in English 0900 GMT 23 Jun-10 Jul 79 AU 


[Series of “extracts” from the first volume of the book “Reflec- 
tions on China" by Enver Hoxha, AWP Central Committee first 
secretary] 


{23 Jun 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 23 Jun (ATA)--As it has been reported, the first volume 
of the book “Reflections on China," which consists of excerpts from the 
political diary of Comrade Enver Hoxha, came off the press. 


This work provides a full picture of the profoundly opportunist and 
revisionist line which has characterized the leadership of the Communist 
Party of China with Mao Zedong at the head on all the problems of the 
internal and external policy of China, such as the stand towards the 
Khrushchevite and Titoite revisionists, the international Marxist-Leninist 
movement, its pragmatist policy and rapprochement with American imperial- 
ism, the anti-Marxist and chauvinist stand towards the Party of Labour of 
Albania and the P.S.R. of Albania, the truth about the Cultural Revolution 
in China, etc. 


In the foreword of the first volume, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


"In the first two volumes of ‘Reflections on China’ opinions have been 
expressed on hard assessments made of the various stands and actions of 
the Chinese leadership from the beginning of 1962 to December 1977, pro- 
ceeding from the fundamental principles of Marxism-Leninism which the 
Party of Labour of Albania consistently applies. 


"These opinions and assessments are based on facts and events of which we 
have been informed by the Chinese and foreign press, by the Albanian 
Embassy in Beijing and on rare occasions, officially, by the Chinese 
leaders themselves. 


l {III - EE - 63] 














"Since the Chinese leaders have not informed us even of the most important 
problems of the situation in China and the activity of their party, the 
facts at our disposal have been incomplete and inadequate, and we have 

had to make suppositions from which to draw conclusions and express our 
opinions on the Chinese policy as well as on the consequences of this 
policy, which has always been characterized by vacillations and oppor- 
tunisno. 


“Our assessments of the various stands and actions of the Chinese leaders, 
written in the form of a diary, have been made day to day, at the time 
they occurred or when we learned of then. 


“Loyal to the principles of proletarian internationalism, the Party of 
Labour of Albania,” continues Comrade Enver Hoxha in his foreword, “has 
defended the Communist Party of China and the People's Republic of China 
both when the Khrushchevite, Titoite and other modern revisionists 
attacked them, and during the Cultural Revolution, when the Chinese 
ultra-revisionists, headed by Liu Shaoji and Deng Xiaoping, posed a 
serious threat to the CP of China and Mao Zedong. At the same time, our 
party has followed with concern the anti-Marxist stands and actions taken 
by the Chinese leaders on many occasions, and to the extent that was 
realistically possible, has expressed critical opinions about what was 
going on in China. It has also expressed these opinions at the proper 
time to the Chinese leadership in the hope that it would put itself on 
the right course. This hope is reflected in the notes included in these 
two volumes. Unfortunately, however, revisionism in China grew steadily 
stronger day by day. 


"At its 7th congress and at the 2nd and 3rd plenums of the CC, the Party 
of Labour of Albania," Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses in the foreword, 
“made a thorough analysis of the anti-Marxist stand and counterrevolu- 
tionary actions of the Chinese revisionist leadership, without excluding 
Mao's responsibility for the situation created." 


We are beginning the broadcast of the excerpts which analyze the vacil- 
lating and unprincipled stand of the Chinese leadership towards 
Khrushchevite revisionism. It is the year 1962, the time when the stand 
and the struggle against Khrushchevite revisionism has become a demarca- 
tion line between the genuine Marxist-Leninists, on the one hand, and 
the disguised opportunists and revisionists, on the other hand. While 
the interests of the revolution required that an open and tit-for-tat 
struggle should be waged against the Khrushchevite revisionists, the 
Communist Party of China was out of this battle and was awaiting. 
[sentence as received] 


In connection with this, the note of Tuesday, April 3, 1962, entitled: 
"The Revolutionary Communists Expect China To Come Out Openly Against 
Khrushchevite Revisionism" with which the first volume of the political 
diary begins, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 











The revolutionary communists in all the communist and workers’ parties 
of the world expect the Communist Party of China to take an open and 
direct stand condemning Khrushchevite revisionism which is spreading 
and causing damage and which has encountered only one open opponent: 

the Party of Labour of Albania. They are all in solidarity with, and 
support the correct line of our party, admire its courage, but quite 
correctly expect the Communist Party of China to come out openly. The 
tactic of the ideological struggle which China is following against the 
Khrushchevites does not encourage the revolutionary elements, while it 
gives the waverers the pretext to say: “See, China is not moving 
openly for the sake of unity, we should not move either, for otherwise 
we would split, and that is not good.” And this at a time when the 
revisionists, on their part, are acting openly and covertly, attacking, 
slandering, etc. This is an important problem, but up to now, the 
Chinese have not had any contact at all with us to discuss these things. 
Were our enemies to know that between us there is no consultation at all 
about the fight against the modern revisionists, they would be astonished. 
They would never believe it. But that is how things stand. 


On Thursday, June 5, 1962, the notes are entitled: "Time Is Working for 
Us, But Time Goes Very Slowly for the Chinese." 


The tactic followed by the Communist Party of China against Khrushchevite 
revisionism, in my opinion, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes, is not completely 
correct. When you see that the disease is grave, that the enemies are 
not only incorrigible but also actively organizing, slandering, attacking 
and fighting, it is neither revolutionry aor right to keep silent for 
the alleged purpose of preserving the recten unity of the communist 
movement, or the socialist camp. Khrushchev cannot mend his ways any 
more than Tito, where Tito went, Khrushchev will go, or has already gone. 
You call Tito traitor, and for “tactical” reasons you call Khrushchev 
“comrade.” Time is working for us, but we must help it flow in a revo- 
lutionary way. It seems to me that, for the Chinese, time goes very 
slowly. 


The vacillating and opportunist stand of the Chinese leadership was an 
encouragement and support for the Khrushchevite revisionists. In the 
notes of Friday, April 6, 1962, entitled: "The Chinese Are Giving 
Khrushchev a Hand,” Comrade Enver Hoxha says: The Chinese ambassador 
came to transmit to me a message from the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of China to the Central Committee of the Party of Labour 
of Albania which, in substance, says: The Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of China is of the opinion that a meeting should be held 
with the Soviets on the basis of the proposals of the parties of 
Indonesia, Vietnam and New Zealand, in order to iron out differences 

and strengthen the unity of the socialist camp. We must take the initia- 
tive, say the Chinese comrades, and uphold the banner of unity. They add 
that the conditions we have laid down for this meeting are understandable 
to the Chinese, but will not be accepted by the other parties, therefore, 











for its part, the Communist Party of China lays down no preconditions. 
It proposes that we exchange party delegations to discuss the issue. 


We shall reply to them, underlines Comrade Enver Hoxha. We accept the 
exchange of delegations with the Communist Party of China, but we will 
not alter our stand in the least in regard to the proposed meeting with 
the Soviet revisionists. 


This is a wrong course the Chinese comrades are trying to lead us on to, 
it is an opportunist road of vacillations and concessions to tiie 
Khrushchev traitor group which finds itself in grave difficulties, and 
is intriguing in order to escape defeat. The Chinese comrades are 
giving it a hand to pull it out of the mire, giving it the possibility 
to strengthen its positions and go on the attack again. 


In the notes of Tuesday, April 10, 1962, Comrade Enver Hoxha analyses 
the incorrect stand of the Chinese leadership which had commenced nego- 
tiations with the Khrushchevite revisionists about meetings and con- 
ferences with them. 


Under the title: "Why All These Waverings Towards the Soviet Revision- 
ists?" Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses: Apparently, the talk I had on 
April 6 with Ambassador Lo Shi-gao has obliged the Chinese comrades to 
hand our ambassador copies of the letters exchanged between the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union and the Communist Party of China. The content 
of these letters is new to us, because the Chinese comra‘es said not a 
word about this correspondence in the message they handed us. My talk 
caused the revelation of this correspondence which, it seems, the 
Chinese comrades did not intend to disclose to us. 


This, Comrade Enver Hoxha points out, is the beginning of an incorrect 
Stand towards us, since we are referred to in these letters. It would 
have been considered correct to in these letters.:' It would have been 
considered correct for the Communist Party of China, before replying to 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, to have informed us about the 
content of the letter it would send to that party, and possibly to have 
sought our opinion, too (since we were referred to). Then, whether or 
not our opinion was taken into consideration, is another question. 


As it turns out, without our knowledge, the Chinese comrades long ago 
commenced negotiations with the Soviet revisionists about meetings and 
conferences with them, and gave their definite approval. Now the talks 
they want to hold with us are intended to convince us that we agree to 
withdraw the conditions we have laid down and meet the Khrushchevites. 
If we do not withdraw our preconditions, then the Chinese comrades will 
escape all responsibility, will have the “argument” to exonerate then- 
selves before Nikita, telling him that the accusation of inciting the 
Albanians, levelled against them, "is untrue," and that, on the con- 
trary, they “had interceded with the Albanians, advised them, but <hey 











did not listen." After this victory, Khrushchev will make the proposal: 
"We should meet without the Albanians and settle our affairs." If the 
Chinese comrades accept this, too, then they will take even more diffi- 
cult roads, will fall into the trap laid by Nikita Khrushchev, who wants 
at all costs to isolate the Party of Labour of Albania. 


The copies of the letters that we shall receive will make the stand of 
the Chinese comrades completely clear to us. But even now, on the facts 
we have, one thing is clear to us: Very likely they may have fallen into 
the trap laid for them, as they have kept the correspondence between the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of China hidden from us. And 
here they have made a grave mistake. This is clear to us even without 
knowing the content of the Chinese reply. As for the Soviet letter, we 
can imagine what it contains. 


In the notes of Thursday, April 12, 1962, Comrade Enver Hoxha shows that 
he has received the summary of the letter of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of China in reply to the Central Committee of the Com- 
munist Party of the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, Comrade Enver Hoxha 
stressed, in the message the Chinese comrades sent us, the tendency to 
seek a certain softening on our part is evident. 


In another note, Comrade Enver Hoxha exposes the aims of the campaign 
initiated by the Khrushchevites for the cessation of the “polemics in 
the press and radio" and for “unity.” The Chinese leadership, too, was 
in agreement with their thesis of “unity.” This note of Sunday, 

April 22, 1962, is entitled: "To Cease the Ideo-Political Struggle 
Means To A:low the Enemy To Harm You.” 


Comrade Enver Hoxha points out among others: The Soviet revisionists, 
like the Yugoslav and the other revisionists, do not alter their course. 
Every attempt they make under the pretext of “unity” is a fraud. 


For Khrushchev, to cease the ideological and political struggle means: 
Leave me in peace to continue on the course I have set out on which I 
shall not change. 


Officially, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, the Communist Party of China 
seems to be in agreement with the thesis of “unity.” In principle we, 
too, are for unity, but always unity on the Marxist road. The Communist 
Party of China seems to have great hopes in the success of this thesis, 
whereas we have no hope at all, as long as we do not see concretely 

that the xhrushchevites publicly recognize their mistakes. They are not 
doing this and will not do so. 


Further on, Comrade Enver Hoxha exposes the efforts of the Chinese to 
reach some sort of compromise with the Soviet revisionists. The Chinese 
leadership sought to impose this opportunist stand also on the Party of 











Labour of Albania. The note of Wednesday, June 13, 1962, which deals 
with this question, appears under the title: “China Is Proceeding on a 
Centrist Course.” 


After a long odyssey, after crossing many seas, Comrades Hysni (Kapo) 
and Ramiz (Alia) reached China these days. They, the note points out, 
have begun talks with the Chinese comrades and bave sent us several 
radiograms in which they keep us informed about the views of the com- 
rades in Beijing on the problems that are worrying us. 


Now all the efforts of the Chinese comrades are centered on the question 
of convincing us of lifting the preconditions we have laid down for a 
meeting and take part in the one which, of course, the Soviets and 
Chinese are to prepare. The reasons they give for their insistence are 
baseless, weak, and with a pronounced opportunist spirit. The Chinese 
comrades seem hesitant about and afraid of the struggle against the 
revisionists, overestimate the strength of the enemy and underestimate 
our strength and that of international communism. They are trying to 
reach some sort of compromise. Our firm stand is hindering them, so 
they are beating about the bush. 


In this situation, China is taking a centrist course--hesitating. 


We are not budging a hair's breadth from our correct positions of prin- 
ciple. Let us see what the Chinese will do. 


On Sunday, June 24, 1962, Comrade Enver Hoxha deals with the tactical 
blunder made by China by publicly declaring the state of war in Fukien 
Province. This note is entitled: “Time Will Tell Whether We Are 
Right.” 


The Chinese, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes, have declared a state of war in 
Fukien Province and announced in a communique that the Chiang Kai-shek 
forces, assisted by the Americans, would attack China about July. 


The Americans are capable of embarking on this venture in order to create 
a tense situation in the Taiwan Straits. 


However, in the existing situation and facing a complete and resounding 
failure of this venture, our opinion is that the Americans will not 
involve themselves in it. On the one hand, I think that with this the 
Americans want to test the determination of China and find out the 
extent of the differences between China and the Soviet Union. On the 
other hand, we must suppose that all this may be only an imperialist- 
revisionist manoeuvre to boost the fallen prestige of Khrushchev, who 
will seize this opportunity to proclaim that he “will defend China,” 

and other such boastful nonsense in his usual style, and to force it 
(China) to publish Nikita'’s bluffs in its press; that is, to compel China 
to call the pig her uncle and, willy-nilly, to tone down the differences 








and go crest-fallen to meetings and conferences with t.. Soviets. Looking 
at the question from this angle, I think China made a tactical blunder 
when it made a public statement about this so-called attack. Time will 
tell whether we are right. 


After a week, on Monday, July 2, 1962, Comrade Enver Hoxha speaks ;re- 
cisely about such a statement made by Khrushchev. The note of this date 
is entitled: “The Chinese Are Moving Towards Conciliation With the 
Khrushchevites.” 


Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses: Speaking on television about his trip to 
Romania, the revisionist Khrushchev raised the Chinese qusstion and 
declared: “If China is attacked, then the Soviet Union will defend 
China,” etc. He would have been stupid not to exploit this opportunity 
to use his despicable demagogy at a time when the Soviet divisions are 
moving towards China on the Sinkiang border, and the Soviet consulate 
there is preparing and organizing people against the state power in China 
and has caused 60,000 Chinese to flee to the Soviet Union. Now the 
Chinese, willy-nilly, will publicize this declaration through the press, 
but it seems as if they are eager for such a pretext. They are moving 
towards conciliation, as if this is what they want. 


Once again dealing with the statement made by Khrushchev on China, in the 
note of Thursday, July 5, 1962, entitled: “The Chinese Comrades Are Not 
Drawing the Proper Conclusions From Events in the World,” Comrade Enver 
Hoxha writes: With this declaration, Khrushchev will try to soften up 
China, to lead it into a trap, to smooth over the contradictions in his 
favour. We shall see what China will do. Will it see this trap, which, 
to a certain degree, it has set for itself? China failed to take into 
account “the movement of missiles” in aid of Cuba. When Cuba was 
attacked at the Giron Beach “Khrushchev's missiles” did not move, but 
later Escalante (A. Escalante, former organizational secretary of the 
Committee of United Revolutionary Organizations of Cuba), “the 
Khrushchevite missile,” moved. Interesting, the Chinese comrades are 
not drawing the proper conclusions from events in the world. The 
Chinese denunciation of an eventual American-Chiang Kai-shek attack on 
China seems to say: “Khrushchev, we are holding out a hand, grab it. 
Both you and I have a sound reason. I, the Chinese, to move towards 
conciliation, and you, Khrushchev, towards rehabilitation, at least 


temporarily.” 
We will see how the situation develops further, how the Chinese proceed. 


[24 Jun 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 24 Jun (ATA)--The Chinese leadership overestimated the 
power of Khrushchevite revisionism and, from the tactical viewpoint, it 
sought the softening of the struggle against it. In connection with 
this question in the note of Tuesday, July 10, 1962, Comrade Enver Hoxha 














writes: “Pronounced tendencies to softening, fear, and passivity are 
appearing in the Chinese line.” 


Comrad’ &reai reported te us on the talks which were held in Beijing. 


In the Chinese line there are pronounced tendencies to softening, fear, 
and passivity. 


Briefly, the Chinese comrades explain this on the grounds that the 
Khrushchev group is strong economically and militarily, and is relying 
on the prestige of the Soviet Union and the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union. According to the Chinese allegedly we should accept evea a formal 
unity and uphold iis banner, and create an anti-imperialist front even 
with the revisionie:%. 


On the question of t\ moiiing, the Chinese comrades vacillated, but 
leaned towards attem ing. They tried to convince us that we, too, should 
go to the meeting in order to struggle, etc., etc. 


In a word, there are differences in our tactics, but we shall not shift 
from the positions we have taken, which in our circumstances and the 
international circumstances are correct and revolutionary. 


Further on in the press of his diary, Comrade Enver Hoxha ip the note of 
Monday, December 24, 1962, which appears under the title: fhe Stands of 
the Chinese Comrades Are Improper in Several Directions,” writes: I think 
that the stands of the Chinese comrades on the questions which are con- 
cerning us are improper in several directions. 





At a time when the revisionists are acting openly in all directions, the 
Chinese comrades, although they agree that the revisionists are traitors 
and that their own relations with the Soviet Union are hanging on a thread, 
are avoiding the struggle for purely formal reasons, regardless of the 

fact that patience, too, has a limit. They are holcing back tc our detri- 
ment, to their own detriment and to the detriment of communisn. 


The Chinese comrades do not understand the consequences of the revision- 
ists’ manoeuvre. They are attacking us and openly spreading propaganda 
that allegedly “the Chinese are behind us," that allegedly we are “the 
Chinese ‘oudspeaker" and “sold out to the Chinese.” This propaganda of 
theirs means that they are attacking China. China is seeking a meeting, 
and the worst of it is, in order to strengthen “unity” but it is a puzzle 
what sort of unity they are thinking about. This we do :ot accept. It 
seems to me that the Chinese comrades have put great hopes on the meeting, 
and are remaining loyal to this formality (because the w,) things have 
gone so far, it cannot be called anything else) up to tue point of 
accepting that they and their allies should be ineuited and discredited. 
Il am convinced that this method of action, this tactic, is neither mili- 
tant nor revolutionary. 











Vhile the entire communist we 1d is becoming even gore convinced about 
Khrushchev's bi *rayal, the Chinese are talking about “patience.” Indeed, 
a delegation of the Communist Party of China vent to Moscow for taiks. 
Writing about the arrival of this delegation to Moscow, Comrade Enver 
Hioxha on Friday, July 5, 1963, in the note entitled: “A Meeting Which 
Will Not Yield Any Result” stresses: The delegation of the Communist 
Party of China, headed by Deng Xiaoping, has arrived in Moscow. It was 
given a pompous farewell in Beijing ss if it were going to a wedding, 
while jn Moscow it had an icy reception like a funeral. 


We shall see what this worthless, formal meeting will yield. I am sure 
that it will not yield any result, on the contrary, it will show how 
right we were to dot the i's. What result can be achieved in talks with 
the Kirushchevite traitors when they have affirmed at the plenum of their 
Central Committee that they will not retreat even a fraction from their 
line? With this the Khrushchevites want to say: Step back, you Chinese, 
and come and join our dance. 


Go and talk “patiently,” if you wish, with the Khrushchevites, unde: these 
conditions. 


Exposing the vacillations of the Chinese towards Khrushchev, on Thurs (ay, 
July 11, 1963, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes in the note entitled: “Today 
the Chinese Are Saying About Khrushchev What Khrushchev Said Yesterday 
About Tito”: 


(Chen Yi) talked to our ambassador in Beijing, Reiz Malile, and in sub- 
stance told him that “the Moscow meeting might be broken off to be con- 
tinued later, in successive sittings. Such a thing,” stressed Chen Yi, 
“ie in the interests of both sides.” After venting his spleen on 
Khrushchev, he said: “We must try to prevent him from going over to 

the imperialists, to prevent him from capitulating, because there is the 
question of the Soviet people,” etc., etc. "We shall go on exposing hia 
all the time,” etc., he said in conclusion. 


Vacillations can be seen among the Chinese cuerades, they are up ne 
minute and down the next and leave the impression that they are no. clear 
on their tactics, but very wobbly, and are often intimidated by the 
pressure of the Soviets, who are arrogant. The Chinese are saying about 
Khrushchev today what Khrushchev said about Tito yesterday: “He is an 
enemy, 4 Trojan Horse, but we must not let him go over to the enemy, must 
not let him capitulate, because there is the question of the peoples of 
Yugoslavia,” etc. And in the end they kissed and made up with Tito, they 
became friends, allies and comrades opposed to us. Too bad about the 
Chinese. 


In the note of Friday, July 12, 1963, Comrade Enver Hoxha analyses the 
complete betrayal of Khrushchev and points out the illusions the Chinese 
entertain about him. The note of this day is entitled: “The Chinese 
Do Not Pully Realize What an Enemy Khrushchev Is.” 














—OOrrr . 


The Chinese, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes, still do not fully realize what 
an enemy Khrushchev is, although the course of this traitor is already 
clear. He is heading towards agreement with the American imperialists, 
towards concessions and compromises. Hence, we are not dealing with a 
person or a group that is making some mistakes, that in the middle of the 
road sees the disaster looming up ahead and turns back, in this case it 
would be essential to manoeuvre, without giving way on principles, “to 
prevent him from going over to the imperialists." But with Khrushchev it 
is not at all in order, or correct, even to consider, let alone do such 

a thing. He has betrayed completely. 


"The Vain Hopes of the Chinese Comrades Have Gone With the Wind" is 
entitled the note of Sunday, July 14, 1963, which reads in part: 


Today, the Soviets issued an open letier, a vicious letter, with quite 
open attacks on the Chinese leaders’:ip. The vain hopes of the Chinese 
comrades have gone with the wind. 


In another note, Comrade Enver Hoxha condemns the “patience” of the 
Chinese concerning the talks in Moscow. This note of Wednesday, July 17, 
1963, is ent“tled: "The Chinese Are Continuing Their Useless Talks With 
Khrushchev,“ 





The Chinese, Comrade Enver Hoxha points out, are continuing their useless 
talks with the Soviets at a time when Khrushchev is talking, eating, 
drinking and laughing with A. Harriman, assistant secretary of the 
American Department of State, and with Lord Hailsham, British minister 
for questions of science and technology. What a contrast. 


It is rather surprising that the Chinese continue to waste their efforts 
on these traitors. There is a limit to patience. They may be able to 
stomach it, but we would have got up and left. There is no point in 
continuing any longer, the betrayal is flagrant. 


“Not Capitulation, But Struggle Against Revisionists," this is the title 
of the note of Monday, July 29, 1963. 


The Chinese, the note says, are not inforwing the Chinese people about 
the views of the Party of Labour of Albania, which is defending Marxisn- 
Leninism, exposing the treacherous line of Khrushchev and company, and 
defending China and its Communist Party. The failure of the Chinese 
comrades to publish articles from the newspaper ZERI I POPULLIT in their 
press shows fear on their part. Thus, they are displaying vacillation on 
this question, and this is neither right nor principled. The Chinese 
comrades are not advancing in step with events and the times. 


If they think that they should not publish our articles allegedly to avoid 
Khrushchev's slander that the Albanians are tools of China, this is 
absurd, because the Khrushchevite revisionists are not hesitating at all 
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to use this action of the Chinese as something to their advantage, by 
trying to discredit us and, especially, to present our correct stand as 
isolated. China is assisting them in this direction with the stands it 
is adopting. 


On the eve of the new year 1964, a government delegation of the P.R. of 
China headed by Ch.u Enlai came to Albania. In connection with this 
visit, on Thursday, January 9, 1964, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes among 
others: “Chou Enlai's visit is over today. Chou Enlai left our country." 


Chou Enlai's exposition of the tactics which we should use in the struggle 
against revisionism was a bit long-winded. It gave the impression that 
Chou was using many phrases to convince us about something which “he 
couldn't say openly," because it might arouse our opposition. We 
expressed our opinion openly to Chou Enlai, stressing that we would make 
no concession to Khrushchev, would reach no compromise with him, because 

he is a traitor. Any attempt at rapprochement on his part would be 
demagogy and a fraud to gain time in order to get out of difficulties. 


"The lackeys decorate Khrushchev. The Chinese leadership sends him a 
telegram of congratulations." On Friday, April 17, 1964, Comrade Enver 
Hoxha writes: 


In Moscow, yesterday and today, Khrushchev's lackeys awarded him decora~- 
tions from the "Gold Star™ to the “Order of the Lion" [as received] on 
his birthday. This is like the story of the bible which tells how the 
three wise men of the east carried gifts to Jesus. The lackeys are try- 
ing to keep up the bankrupt's prestige. Telegrams of Hosanna are reach- 
ing Khrushchev from all sides, but the most unpleasant and completely 
wrong one is that from the Chinese comrades. The Chinese telegram of 
congratulations was written with their feet and not their head. Whatever 
the excuse the Chinese comrades may try to put up, none will hold water. 
Their act is a political and ideological class mistake. We can never 
agree to this act of theirs and we shall find the opportunity to tell 
them so, if not directly, certainly indirectly. Today we shall strip 
Khrushchev of his title of "Honoured Citizen" of the city of Tirana, 
with the motivation that a traitor such as he deserves. Thus, this 
important political act will be a “decoration” in our style for this 
revisionist and, at the same time, an answer to the telegrams which the 
Chinese, Koreans, Vietnamese, and others sent him. 


In the note of Friday, August 21, 1964, Comrade Enver Hoxha analyses and 
exposes the Chinese stand towards Khrushchevite revisionism, which has 
been nurtured by national-chauvinist motives. In connection with this, 
analysing the talk of Chou Enlai with the Romanian ambassador in Beijing, 
Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: "The Chinese are in national-chauvinist 
positions!" 
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...But what is interesting is the stand of Chou Enlai in his talk with 
the Romanian ambassador, a talk on a completely wrong course and from a 
nationalist position towards the Soviet Union. Chou Enlai raises with 
the Romanians territorial claims against the Soviet Union. He accuses 

the Soviet Union (Lenin and Stalin because, this "robbery," according to 
Chou Enlai, took place in their time) of having seized Chinese, Japanese, 
Polish, German, Czech, Romanian, Finnish, and other territories. On the 
other hand, Chou Enlai tells the Romanians that they are doing well to 
claim the territories which the Soviet Union has seized from them. 


These are not Marxist-Leninist, but national chauvinist positions. 
Regardless of whether or not mistakes may have been made, to raise these 
things now, when we are faced, first of all, with the ideological struggle 
against modern revisionism, means not to fight Khrushchev, but on the 
contrary to assist him on his chauvinist course. What a line the Chinese 
have. On the one hand they defend Stalin, on the other they make him out 
a robber. They forget that raising territorial claims at this time (even 
when fully justified, as is the case with Kosovo for us) leads to the 
creation of a situation of military conflict. 


We are opposed to the view of the traitor Khrushchev on the question of 
borders. But to put it this way, as Chou Enlai does, is also utterly 
wrong. We cannot reconcile ourselves to these views of the Chinese 
comrades, because they are anti-Marxist. 


In the note of the next day, dated: Pogradec, Saturday, August 22, 1964, 
Comrade Enver Hoxha dwells on the question of anti-Marxist stand of the 
Chinese leadership concerning the territorial claims. This note is 
entitled: "The Struggle Against Khrushchevism Must Not Be Diverted Into 
Territorial Claims." 


The views which Chou Enlai expressed to the Romanian ambassador in 
Beijing are very alarming. 


The ideological and political struggle against Khrushchev must not be 
diverted into delicate questions of territorial claims. The raising of 
claims and the way Chou Enlai has done it is not right, either in 
principle or as a tactic of the moment. 


Even more important is the fact that Chou Enlai did not raise the ques- 
tion of territorial claims simply as a tactic, but as an issue of prin- 
ciple. The claims of the Chinese have been built on a dangerous platform 
and from a nationalist position, to the point that they themselves have 
pretentions to Outer Mongolia. This platform has nothing in common with 
the struggle against Khrushchevism and Khrushchev. 


The Chinese want the re-examination of all borders with the Soviet Union 
by all states. 
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The raising of this problem at these moments is not correct. On the con- 
trary, it is a grave error of principle. Even if we suppose they are 
just, the territorial claims cannot be settled at these moments. On the 
contrary, they strengthen the chauvinist positions of Khrushchev and, at 
the same time, assist Khrushchev in the unprincipled, treacherous strug- 
gle he has waged and is waging against Stalin. 


This is scandalous. In no way can we accept it. Today the whole strug- 
gle must be directed against the Khrushchevite renegades, but not with 
such arguments and methods as the Chinese are using. 


Mao has made a great mistake in raising the question of claims with the 
Japanese socialists. 


These actions are not correct. When Chou Enlai was here he did not 
raise these things at all and in these forms that we are hearing of now. 
Had he raised this problem with us, we would have opposed him, but 
regardless of this, we must find the way, the most suitable time, and 
quickly, too, to tell them of our opinion on these major issues of 
principle. 


“How J. V. Stalin considered the question of territorial claims": Com 
rade Stalin, Comrade Enver Hoxha continues, was very correct, prudent, 
and principled in these delicate and complicated problems. At the period 
of the gravest crisis in relations with Titoite Yugoslavia, when the 
hostility between us and the Titoites had reached its culmination, when 
all of us were in struggle against the revisionists of Belgrade, who had 
set themselves against socialism and the communist movement, in a talk 
which I had with Stalin he said to me, among other things, that from 

the formal aspect the Yugoslav Federation, as a union of different 
republics, was progressive. Seen from this viewpoint, there was no 
reason for it to be broken up, but Titoism and the Titoites must be 
fought ideologically and politically as betrayers of Marxism-Leninism. 
The struggle against them must not be waged from the chauvinist positions 
and of territorial claims or against the peoples of Yugoslavia, but the 
nations which comprise it must be assisted so that they enjoy the right 
to self-determination up to separation from the federation. We must not 
harm or attack Yugoslavia or the Yugoslav peoples, but must convince them 
that they have a treacherous leadership which is leading them to disaster. 
Let the Yugoslav peoples speak for themselves, let the Yugoslav communists 
speak for themselves. 


This was the principled stand of Stalin, and we were and are completely 

in agreement with this stand. The question of territorial claims for all 
those countries which the Chinese comrades mention can be raised only 
when revisionism has been routed and Marxist-Leninist Bolshevik parties 
have come to the head of those countries. Then the problems of disputed 
borders can be raised and discussed, as amongst Marxist-Leninists, in the 
spirit of proletarian internationalism, and just solutions found in favour 
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not only of simple national interests, but also of international conm- 
munisnm. 


There is no other road. Any other road is wrong, and I think that the 
Chinese comrades have fallen up to their ears into this grave error. 


[25 Jun 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 25 Jun (ATA)--In the note of Tuesday, September 15, 1964, 
Comrade Enver Hoxha extensively analyses and exposes the stand of the 
Chinese who did not engage in the polemics against Khrushchevite revi- 
sionism under the pretext of tactics that “the revisionists take the 
first step and we the second." This note is entitled: 


"The Chinese Stand: ‘They Take the First Step, We Take the Second'" 


It reads: This slogan of action launched by the Chinese comrades against 
modern revisionists is not correct for all periods, as they wish to apply 
it in the struggle against modern revisionists. In my opinion, there is 
nothing revolutionary about it, it is a slogan of waiting, restraint and 
the “building of militant revolutionary actions" adjusted to the moves of 
the opponent. In other words, you should mark time until the opponent 
makes his move, and adjust your move, naturally with exasperating delay 
(as the Chinese comrades are doing), according to the way the enemy beats 
the drum. The tactic of the Chinese is that, if the enemy beats his drum 
loudly, they beat theirs a little more softly, if the enemy muffles his 
drum-beat, their own drum should not beat at all. 


Throughout the development of the struggle of the Communist Party of China 
against modern revisionists, and mainly against the Khrushchevites, some 
“astonishing” vacillations have appeared in its tactic. In my opinion, 
this tactic can only originate from pronounced lack of clarity on prin- 
ciples over the struggle which must be waged against modern revisionists. 
Even on stands of principle over basic issues we must say that the 
Chinese comrades have not always had mature opinions. It cannot be said 
that this has resulted mainly from their efforts to find or to apply some 
appropriate tactic for the events which were developing, or because the 
Chinese were not fully informed of all the facts which impelled the 
revisionist enemies to come out against Marxism-Leninism. 


To be noted are the moments at the Moscow meeting in 1957. Comrade Mao 
publicly praised and supported Khrushchev, in fact he approved his action 
in denouncing Stalin, approved the condemnation of the “anti-party group 
of Molotov," etc., and advocated complete unity with the Khrushchev group. 


Of course, the Chinese comrades must have been in agreement, in general 
terms, with Khrushchev over his actions following the death of Stalin 
even before 1957, because, when I met Comrade Mao in Beijing in 1956, in 
our presence he criticized the “incorrect” activity of Stalin, and 
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especially “Stalin's action towards Yugoslavia," because according to 
Mao, Stalin “had made mistakes” and the Yugoslavs were “good Marxist 
men,” and in order to support this “idea” it was precisely the Chinese 
who were the first and the only ones in that period to invite the Yugo- 
slavs to the congress of the Communist Party of China. 


Why did the Chinese comrades display such shortsightedness towards these 
events? Can it be said that they had no facts on which to base a stable, 
principled stand about these things? Perhaps this might be true, but 
however few the facts which proved the betrayal of the Khrushchevites, 
still this could not have been the whole reason which made the Chinese 
“soft,” because there was one major fact, the great work of the Bolsheviks 
led by Stalin over a long period. 


If the Chinese comrades had any faith in the work of the Bolshevik Stalin, 
their confidence in and elan towards Khrushchev would have been more 
reserved and moderate. But the Chinese comrades must have had pent up 
dissatisfaction towards Stalin, because this was apparent in Mao's 
statement to the Moscow meeting, when he said that when he first met 
Stalin in Moscow, he was “in the role of the school-boy. And though ours 
were fraternal parties, we were not equal. Whereas," Mao added, “now that 
we meet Khrushchev, we are like brothers." These remarks on Mao's part 
were a “condemnation” of Stalin, condemnation of the "cult of the indi- 
vidual" and approval of Khrushchev's line. This was wrong on Mao's part. 


A respectful stand towards Stalin cannot be identified with that dis- 
paraging concept of Mao's. Stalin earned that respect and love which all, 
including Mao, showed for him, with his deeds, and he deserved this for 
his colossal work, for his glorious struggle in defence of Marxism- 
Leninism. I don't know how Stalin treated Mao, but I, personally, met 
Stalin many times and he always tried in every way to give me the feeling 
of an equal comrade, to create an intimacy. 


Could it be that, with what Mao said, he wanted to say to Khrushchev that 
now, after the death of Stalin “our two countries and two parties are on 
an equal basis and we two, hand-in-hand, should lead the revolutionary 
movement"? (This did not suit Khrushchev because, regardless of the 
bouquets they threw at him, he sat glowering and worried.) Or did he 
want to say to Khrushchev, "You are a new boy, and I am going to help 
set you on the right course”? 


The Chinese Contradict Themselves in Many of Their Attitudes 


It must be said that even after the meeting, the Chinese comrades did not 
have a real thorough understanding of the problems. They did not appreciate 
the danger of the disruptive anti-Marxist activity of the Khrushchevites 

in its entirety. The Chinese comrades nurtured illusions and hoped for 
"some correction." 
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China, one may say, did not engage directly in the struggle against 
revisionism. It fought when it was prompted, and precisely during this 
period of exaggerated sluggishness, the Chinese slogan came out, “the 
revisionists take the first step and we the second.” 


It was of great and special importance for the Chinese comrades that the 
modern revisionists should name the Communist Party of China first, and 
only then should the finger be put on the great sore spot. Naturally, 
this stand is an anachronism, something stale. 


The slogan of “the first step..." which seems “attractive” superficially. 
and is considered so important for public opinion, allegedly because “he 
who starts it is to blame," becomes very harmful when the criminal has 
unsheathed his sword and is wreaking havoc, while you maintain the forms 
lest they “accuse you.” But what are you afraid they will accuse you of? 
Of defending Marxism-Leninism? Our struggle is being waged precisely in 
defence of Marxism-Leninism. 


Hence, this slogan is holding back the struggle for a great cause for the 
sake of a formality, which has long been a thing of the past. The impor- 
tance of our struggle has not been and is not based on whether "you 
attacked first and I second,” but on that you attacked Marxism-Leninism 
and I am defending Marxism-Leninism, and public opinion must distinguish 
as soon as possible, as quickly as possible, and as clearly as possible, 
who is attacking and who is defending Marxism. This is the main, deci- 
sive, capital issue, and not, "I hit back at you after you attacked me 
first.” 





But even if we take the obvious case of the Party of Labour of Albania, 
which was the first to be attacked by the Khrushchevites, did we close 

the mouth of the Khrushchevite propaganda, which slanders us and has 
raised to a theory the idea that we attacked them first? No, they are 
doing their work. Or we want this to go down in history like the famous 
words of the French officers at the battle of Fontenoy: Messieurs les 
Anglais, tires les premiers ("English gentlemen, you shoot first") (French 
in the original). This is absurd when it is a matter of fighting the 
great enemy in the ranks of the international communist movement. 


Under the influence of this slogan the "forecast" was made by the Chinese 
comrades that “the struggle will be protracted," that "this struggle will 
have its ups and downs." They also decided on ten basic theoretical 
articles about which they told us that they would print one every fifteen 
days. Fourteen months have gone by since then and the tenth article has 
not yet come out, while the modern revisionists, without exaggeration, 
have written thousands of articles. 


Hence rigid, hieratic, olympian tactic, according to the moves of the 
enemy, but in fact, they don't even follow the moves of the enemy. [sentence 
as received] 
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The Chinese comrades contradict themselves in many of their attitudes. 
On the one hand, the Chinese comrades have picked up the final stone 
against Khrushchev, and say to him, "We are going to put you in your 
grave,” on the other hand they say to him, “Dear Comrade...many happy 
returns." 


When they address him as “Dear Comrade...," the Chinese comrades justify 
this as doae “to get closer to the Soviet people." (Interesting, to try 
to approact: the Soviet people by addressing this traitor as “Decr Com- 
rade...") 


Today they say: "We must struggle for the creation and consolidation of 
the anti-imperialist front including even the revisionists." Tomorrow 
Mao makes the famous statement about border claims on the Soviet Union 
(with which they want to form an anti-imperialist alliance), and he draws 
a reply from Khrushchev who telis Mao: You are a Hitler, and if you lay 
a finger on our borders I have invented a new bomb which will wipe you 
out completely. 


Yesterday Tito was a traitor to the Chinese, later he was rehabilitated, 
then he became a traitor again, and now, according to Li Kiannian, this 
great traitor has become a “minor devil." 


There are many things like this. 


In the note of Tuesday, October 6, 1964, Comrade Enver Hoxha extensively 
deals with certain unprincipled stands of the Chinese leadership. 


Ominous Signs 


Certain unprincipled stands of the leadership of the Communist Party of 
China, especially some expressed recently, cannot fail to cause us worry, 
writes Comrade Enver Hoxha. 


The question of the Sino-Sovier, Sino-Mongolian borders, and the borders 
of the European people's democracies, defined after the Second World War. 
[sentence as received] (All this expressed by Mao to the Japanese 
socialists.) 


He wrote a letter to the Chinese comrades on the border problem, and I 
will not dwell on it now. In connection with this they told our party 
and government delegation, which is in Beijing at present, that they 
would reply to us in writing. But from the talks with Deng Xiaoping it 
emerges that they have been mulling this problem over in their own heads 
and, in general, they consider their stand correct. They do not look 
and do not want to look frankly at the danger and incorrectness of this 
problem. The Chinese comrades regard this as a correct ideological 
action, which harms Khrushchev and does not help him to use it against 
the Chinese. This is serious. However, their failing to maintain a 
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Marxist-Leninist stand on this problem, and failing to publish at least 
everything that Mao discussed with the Japanese, shows that they are in 
a difficult position, are hesitating, have not yet decided what to do, 
and thus they are allowing the enemies to speculate about this stand. 


The Chinese are whispering excuses that Mao mentioned these questions as 
“historical facts," saying, "We are not going to raise them with the 
Soviets, except at the proper time,” and "We will reply to them with 
facts only about the question of Sinkiang,” etc. 


Deng Xiaoping also said that they disagree with us when we say that 
Stalin acted correctly, in those circumstances, on the borders of Europe. 
They think that Stalin did not act correctly and left problems for later, 
etc. 


For our part, we quite correctly raise the question: Why are such prob- 
lems being raised by the Chinese comrades at these moments? Who benefits 
from this? Why these hesitations, when a clear and decisive stand should 
be maintained? Why these contradictions in their opinions? 


For the present, we can conclude only that these are not good signs, at 
least they do not indicate maturity in line. We must continue to exert 
a good influence so that they go no further in such dangerous mistakes 

and correct these errors. 


Excuse Which Does Not Hold Water, Astonishing Logic 


In the note of Tuesday, October 13, 1964, Comrade Enver Hoxha once more 
dwells on the question of border claims expressed by Mao to the Japanese 
socialists. 


In order to cover up this mistake of Comrade Mao, the note reads, the 
Chinese comrades have started a rumor that allegedly “he was only talking 
about history.” But since he is talking about “history,” then why did he 
not take these questions right through to the end? In speaking of 
"history" you cannot restrict yourself to speaking only about the Soviet 
Union, unless you have definite aims. And what might these definite aims 
be? They could be: To attack and discredit Stalin calling him a plunderer 
and an imperialist, as well as the Soviet Union when he led it, and to 
incite the anti-Marxist chauvinist sentiments of those revisionists who 
have contradictions with the revisionist Khrushchev. 


Since Mao spoke about “history,” why did he not speak about Transylvania, 
too, which “is Hungarian territory,” but spoke only about Bessarabia and 
Moldavia which “are Romanian territories"? Since Mao has come out to 
decide the borders of other countries for “history,” why did he not speak 
also of Kosovo, and so on? 
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No, the Chinese comrades themselves can see that this excuse does not hold 
water and is like a black coat sown with white thread. On the one hand 
they “speak about history,” but on the other hand, they defend the thesis 
that, “no established border must be shifted." Then the question arises: 
When you present these questions correctly historically, and say that the 
borders must not be shifted, then why raise these problems at these 
moments? Who does this serve? Mao told our comrades, "We are firing ovr 
artillery with blank charges," which means, “only to make a noise." A 
fine noise. 


Mao also said that ro one is listening to Khrushchev's "noise" about “the 
noise which Mao is making.” That is to say, they listen to Mao, and no 
one believes Khrushchev, or in other words: The Soviets allegedly listen 
to, understand, and applaud Mao when he tells them: "Return the Po)ish, 
Romanian, Czech, Chinese, Japanese and other territories," while, when 
Khrushchev tells the Soviets that Mao wants to destroy the Soviet Union, 
the Soviets allegedly not only do not listen to him, but hate him, because 
he does not return these territories--astonishing logic. 


[26 Jun 73j 


[Text] Tirana, 26 Jun (ATA)--"The Chinese Idea About an Anti-Imperialist 
Front Including Even the Modern Revisionists Is Anti-Leninist"” is the 
title of the note of Thursday, October 15, 1964. Comrade Enver Hoxha 
writes among others: 


The Chinese comrades, Liu Shaoqi, in particular-~-in a talk with a delega- 
tion of ours which had gone to Beijing, launched the idea that in order to 
fight imperialism, and especially American imperialism, we must work to 
create a broad anti-imperialist front, including even the modern revision- 
ists. Chou Enlai also mentioned such an idea in passing, when he was 
here nearly a year ago. We opposed his idea of collaborating with the 
modern revisionists for such a thing, but with the creation of an anti- 
imperialist front we are in agreement, naturally, and we are working for 
this. However, Chou Enlai did not retract or develop this idea, but left 
it in silence. He cast the stone and let it lie. 


When the group of Nikita Khrushchev, at the head of the modern revision- 
ists, was weakening the struggle against imperialism, the Chinese comrades 
launched the idea of the creation of an anti-imperialist front including 
even the modern revitionists. Astonishing... 


This idea of the Chinese came out openly, publicly, in the leading article 
of the organ of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Japan, 
which, while condemning the meeting proposed by Khrushchev for next 
December, proposed a meeting of 31 communist and workers parties to dis- 
cuss and decide on the creation of an “anti-imperialist front." 
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As it appears, the Chinese have worked out their idea with the communist 
parties of Asia and have come to the conclusion that this idea should be 
made public and discussed among world opinion and international communist 
opinion. If « “son™ is born then its father becomes recognized; if 
nothing resul:; then there still remains “the good," “kind intention," 
because the f-ont had the word “anti-imperialist" in its title. 


This is no miaor matter, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, but one of the 
most important. This is the laying of a revisionist turn of policy and 
ideology on the table for discussion, regardless of the fact that this 
has been dressed up as an “anti-imperialist front.” 


For the Marxist-Leninists There Is No Policy Without Ideology 


To launch the idea of an “anti-imperialist front including even the modern 
revisionists," writes Comrade Enver Hoxha further on, is politically and 
ideologically inconceivable, bearing in mind the stage the situation has 
now reached. If you base this “idea” on the “experience of the past," 
and deliberately overlook the result, or better, the fact that this 
“experience of the past" suffered defeat when social-democracy vcted for 
the war budgets in the first imperialist war and was transformed into a 
social-chauvinist means "for the defence of the homland," then this 

is open betrayal. The open betrayal by social-democrats, social- 
chauvinists, brought about as a logical consequence the split with the 
Marxist-Leninists, brought about the creation of the revolutionary Ird 
International, which opposed the traitor 2nd International. 


Now the idea is launched of the “anti-imperialist front even with the 
modern revisionists." But what is the policy and ideology of this modern 
revisionism, with which we are supposed to unite to create this anti- 
imperialist front? A policy and an ideology precisely the opposite of 
our Marxist-Leninist ideology, a policy and ideology which are actively 
in struggle to sabotage the fundamental issues of our struggle against 
imperialism and colonialism, for the triumph of socialism and Marxism- 
Leninism, for the real solution to the problems of general and total 
disarmanent, etc., etc. 


Since we are in fierce and open struggle with modern revisionism on these 
main questions of principle and practice, how can we conceive an alliance 
or a political and ideological front against imperialism and the world 
bourgeoisie with the agency of the bourgeoisie and its ideology? The 
anti-imperialist front means a political front, first of all. The ques- 
tion arises: Is it possible for us Marxist-Leninists to create a common 
front with the modern revisionists? Apparently, to the Chinese and 
Japanese it is possible. To us: No, this can never be. But is it 
possible for we Marxist-Leninists to form a "political" front with the 
modern revisionists against American imperialism, while continuing the 
"ideological struggle" with them, or by “putting aside the questions 
which divide us ideologically," as the Japanese comrades say? We say: 
No, in no way. 








For the Marxist-Leninists there is no policy without ideology. With 
Egypt, with Mali, with Burundi, and with many other national states, an 
anti-imperialist front can be formed. Here there is policy, but there 
is also ideology however; even in this case, we make no concessions or 
deals over principles with them. They know our principles, because we 
do not conceal them. On the contrary, it is those principles which 
constitute our strength and the success of this alliance, from which a 
number of bourgeois national states want to benefit in their struggle 
against imperialisn. 


But the modern revisionists, Khrushchev, Tito, etc., with whom we are 
asked to form such “alliances” and “fronts” as those proposed, what are 
they fighting for? Are they fighting for socialism, for the revolution, 
for Marxism-Leninism? You have to be a revisionist to say yes. Marxists 
say that the revisionists are and always will be anti-revolutionaries, 
anti-Marxists, that they are fighting against socialism and compunisna, 
fighting to extend the existence of capitalism. Then, to form an “anti- 
imperialist front with the modern revisionists," means that the Marxist- 
Leninists must turn into Don Quixotes and wage a “stern struggle against 
windmills,” that is, wage a struggle against the “imperialist wind,” a 
“struggle” against imperialism, which has no Marxist-Leninist flavour 
either politically or ideologically. Only the modern revisionists 

wage a quixotic struggle against imperialism, If you have a mind to 
wage such a struggle then of course “the anti-imperialist front with the 
modern revisionists” is possible and realizable. This is the ideal of 
the Washington chiefs, Tito-Khrushchev, the modern revisionists, social- 
democracy, and so on. If you have this idea, that means you are no 
longer a Marxist, but a revisionist. The Marxist-Leninists cannot take 
this course of betrayal, and must fight such an idea, which is utterly 
revisionist and treacherous from start to finish. 


The “Chinese Idea" Is a Revisionist Compromise With the Anti-Marxists 


The revisionist traitors, Khrushchev, Tito and company dream of an idea, 
a “stroke of genius.” This idea gets them out of their difficulties, 
pulls them from the grave, which we Marxists have dug for them, and it is 
the Chinese and Japanese comrades who are holding out their hand to pull 
them from this grave. 

In other words, the "Chinese idea,” concretized by the Japanese in the 
proposal for a “new meeting of communist and workers’ parties of the 
world,” is a revisionist deviation from the Marxist-Leninist positicas 
of the struggle against modern revisionism, a revisionist compromise with 
the anti-Marxists. We must reject, oppose and fight this because it will 
have evil and dangerous consequences for Marxism-Leninism, socialism and 
communism. We must be vigilant towards the ways and methods which the 
Chinese and Japanese comrades will employ to develop this “brilliant 
idea.” Are they going to consult us? In principle this should be done. 
If they act in this way, we shall tell them of our opinion. If they do 
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mot act in this way we shall still tell them of our opinion. If they act 
publicly, without seeking our opinion, or while refusing to discuss our 
opinion, then we shall be obliged to make our stand on this problem 
known publicly, too. 


After the downfall of Khrushchev in October 1964, vacillating, concilia- 
tory and opportunist views were manifested in the Chinese towards the 
people who replaced him. In the note of Saturday, October 31, 1964, 
Comrade Enver Hoxha condemns the undignified stand of the Chinese towards 
the Soviet revisionists as well as the efforts of Chou Enlai to impose his 
views on our party. The note dwelling on this is entitled: “In No Way 
Can We Reconcile Ourselves to These Views of Chou Enlai.” 


The mote reads in part: Yesterday Comrade Nesti Nase communicated to us 
what Chou Enlai, on behalf cf the Central Comittee of the Communist Party 
of China, told a group of ambassadors fer the central comittees of their 
respective parties. He pointed out to the ambassadors that what he vas 
telling them, he had also previously told Chervenko, the Soviet ambassador 
in Beijing. 


Chou Enlai's Views Are Revisionist From Start to Finish 


The views expressed by Chou Enlai are entirely unacceptable to our party, 
both im essence and in form, because they are profoundly opportunist, 
capitulationist towards the Khrushchevite revisionists, fraught with 
aims dangerous to Marxism-Leninism and the further struggle against 
modern revisionism, and are utterly provocative towards our party. 


Chou Enlai's views, expressed in the name of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party of China, about the fall of Khrushchev, about the people 
who replaced him, about their aims and future policy, about the unity of 
the world compunist movement, about the unity of the socialist camp, and 
about the method and the line which we must follow in the struggle against 
imperialism and modern revisionism, in all the key directions of this new 
situation which has been created, in my opinion, are very unclear, vacil- 
lating, conciliatory and opportunist from start to finish (not to use 
stronger terms for the time being). These opinions indicate a capitula- 
tion to modern revisionism. We cannot reconcile ourselves in any way to 
these views of Chou Enlai, because, Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses, they 
are revisionist from start to finish, anti-Marxist, capitulationist, and 
lead to the road of betrayal of Marxism-Leninisn. 


In presenting such views, the Chinese comrades are making very grave 
mistakes, and are and will be bringing colossal harm to communisn. 


Such an immature, vacillating stand of the Chinese, with frequent, marked 
and astonishing oscillations, sometimes to the left and sometimes to the 
right, comes as no surprise to us. 
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From all these observations we can reach a conclusion (and this declara- 
tion of Chou Enlai's further confirms our opinion) that the Chinese 
comrades did not want to go so far in the struggle against the sodern 
revisionists, and had not envisaged such an extension of the struggle 
against them, such bitterness in them. This comes about because they had 
probably not thought out and understood the danger of modern revisionisa, 
its ferocity, in all its real extent, and therefore were not spiritually 
armed for such a struggle. The Chinese had thought that matters would not 
become so acute with the modern revisionists, nurturing the idea thet the 
modern revisionists would prove reasonable, that the article entitled 
“Long Live Leninism"” and some internal articles and debates would suffice 
“to convince” Khrushchev and his associates to return to the line which 
the Chinese would show them, however, this did not and could not occur. 
Our party foresaw such a thing correctly. It was prepared from every 
standpoint for a resolute struggle to the end against modern revisiouisa. 


The Chinese Judged the New Situation in the Most Deplorable Way 


The stand of the Chinese, even after the public attack of the Soviet 
revisionists on us, was that “the open polemic gust be stopped.” Later 
this polemic went too far and could no longer be stopped. But during 
this struggle, hesitation, temporary halts in the polemics, were apparent 
among the Chinese comrades. 


From the assessment which the Chinese make of the struggle against revi- 
sionism in this situation, and from the way Chou Enlai expressed himself 
to the ambassadors, Comrade Enver Hoxha continues, it is clear that they 
are tired of this struggle, which was a heavy burden for them, that they 
want to pull out, and that is why they judged the downfall of Khrushchev 
as the most appropriate moment for them to retire “with honour.” And in 
the most anti-Marxist, unfriendly, uncomradely way (formally, at least, 
they ought to preserve the forms of friendship with the ally with whom 
they have fought shoulder to shoulder), the Chinese comrades took their 
own decisions (and what sort of decisions) and tried in the most brutal 
way to impose an impermissible meeting on us, too. 


How did the Chinese comrades judge the new situation? In the most deplor- 
able way. They have not thought with their heads, but with their feet, 

if we are still of the opinion that they are Marxists. But, however 

they have thought, with their heads, their hearts or their feet, this is 
revisionist thinking to achieve revisionist results. 


In short, for them the fall of Khrushchev is everything. According to 
them, the major thing has been achieved, and now it is only a matter of 
time for everything to be put right. The Chinese comrades say: We must 
hold out our hand to the “Soviet comrades." The associates of Khrushchev 
must forget the past, it's over and done with; we must be understanding 
with the “Soviet comrades." Hence, according to them, we must assist 
these fine Coviet comrades. Khrushchev died--Khrushchevism died. There 
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is no one left who must acknowledge the mistakes made, there is no one 
who ought to make self-criticism. Of course, the "dear Soviet comrades" 
made the self-criticism they had to make with the bringing down of 
Khrushchev. Now, continue the Chinese comrades through the mouth of 

Chou Enlai, indeed before all the ambassadors, nothing remains but to 

pack our bags quickly, because time does not wait, and set off for 

Moscow; to kiss ene another on the day of the celebration of the Great 
October Socialist Revolution. And the gesture is solemn and theatrical 
(because Chou Enlai also speaks about the theatre which they made of 

their national day, the lst of October, but then the celebration is a 
solemn day as well. Hence, we are to go to Moscow, as the revolutionaries 
we are, and steel our unity together with the “great revolutionaries" that 
we find there. What a comedy)--. 


As if this were not enough, Chou Enlai rose to his feet, and in front of 
all the other ambassadors said to our ambassador: "I know that you (?don't) 
have even diplomatic relations with the Soviets because they broke them 
off. But now there is no one to make self-criticism because Khrushchev 

has been removed, therefore, Mehmet Shehu should pack his bag quickly 

and set off for the celebrations in Moscow." And he added further: "When 
I leave you, Cherconenko will come to a meeting with me and I shall tell 
him that the Supreme Soviet should invite the 12 socialist countries to 

the celebration.” What infamy! He did not forget to say to the ambassa- 
dors also, and this certainly addressed to the Romanian (as they told me, 
they had reached agreement with the Romanians earlier), "If one of you has 
any special proposal, I could make it directly to the Soviets." In other 
words, "You may propose that the Yugoslavs should be invited to the cele- 
bration, and we have no objection to this. Indeed, between ourselves, 

this would please us." What treachery! 


This whole decision, this whole idea, this whole way of raising this 
question of such importance for the future of communism, has nothing 
Marxist about it, is anti-Marxist, opportunist, revisionist, treachery 

in its entirety. This is absolutely identical with the action of 
Khrushchev when he went to Belgrade for the first time to embrace Tito, 
to beg his pardon for the "crimes of Stalin" against him and to rehabili- 
tate this traitor. 


Logical Conclusions Which Confirm the Betrayal of the Chinese 


Such a thing proves all that I have said above about how the Chinese 
conducted the polemic and how they understood the struggle against revi- 
sionism. But at the same time this proves that they are idealists, 
fatalists, and see the question of the struggle against modern revision- 
ism from the angle of the "struggle against the individual," from the 
individualist angle, not the principled angle; see it from the chauvinist 
position of domination, prestige, etc. how undignified they show them- 
selves towards tie class enemy, the enemies of the revolution, the enemies 
of our ideology. 
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On the other hand, and apart from what { said above, from this scandalous 
performance of Chou Enlai's we must draw other logical conclusions which, 
regrettably, confirm their betrayal. 


What are they? 


1. To assemble the ambassador of Romania, and finally, even the ambassa- 
dor of Cuba, together with us, means to say to them: "You, Romanian 
comrades” (who up till yesterday were on the road of betrayal), and you, 
Cuban comrades (although you never failed to pour all those praises on 
Khrushchev), fully deserve the honour of being called those who brought 
down Khrushchev. We, the popes of Beijing, consider you as such, amen.” 
[quotes as received] 


2. “As to you Albanians, we do not even ask your opinion about these 
situations, or what you think about the proposals we are making, you 

must do as we say immediately. Put aside any claim you have on the 
Soviet comrades. It doesn't matter that the ‘Soviet comrades’ have done 
all these things to you for five years on end, up to the point that they 
called you spies of imperialism and broke off relations with your state, 
but you should bow your heads and hurry to Canossa." What a dirty feudal, 
fascist mentality. No bourgeois could speak in such a way. Even bourgeois 
dignity and standards do not permit such disgraceful arrogance. As is 
known, we immediately slapped back our reply, scorching their faces like 
a branding iron. 


{3.] All this was a provocation against us, and on the other hand, it 
was a scene prepared to tell the Soviets, the Romanians, the Cubans and 
others of this ilk: "From now on, I am breaking with the Albanians, I am 
no longer in solidarity with them, on either the political or the 
ideological issues. From now on, the Albanians are acting on their own, 
and they must bear the responsibility for everything they do." This is 
evident, because the Chinese comrades knew very well that we would not 
proceed on this road of betrayal, as they are doing, that we would reply 
co them, therefore they gave their reply on this issue to the Soviets 

and others in advance. 


4. From the haste with which they acted in connection with this so 
important a question, without previously consulting us (and this demand 
of ours is lawful), and without waiting at least for our reply, we are 
obliged to think that they created a fait accompli because they might 
have been afraid lest some part of the Political Bureau of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of China, impelled by our reply, would 
react and, consequently, this treacherous action would be stopped. 


5. Regardless of che servility, the lack of dignity which they display 
in begging the Soviet revisionists to invite them to the celebration 

of the October Revolution or to meetings (as the Soviet renegades please), 
their begging to go to the celebration of the revolution in Moscow, 
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conceals in itself a base hankering after “fame.” Their intention is to 
go to Moscow and say to the world, say to the Soviets: “See, we have come 
as the cosmonauts of Beijing, as the victors who brought down Khrushchev, 
we are the ‘brilliant,’ ‘infallible brain’ of the communist movement. 

All have been brought down, all were wrong--Stalin, Khrushchev and the 
others. Mao, alone, saw and sees things correctly. Hence, now it is 
completely right to say: Marx, Engels, Lenin, Mao." 


However, if the Soviet revisionists, who are always amongst the worst 
revisionists, are intelligent, they will hardly fall for this clumsy 

trap of Chou Enlai's (unless they consider they will gain more than they 
lose from this). It is possible that they will not act as Chou Enlai 
wishes. They may invite him, or someone else, later, not as the “victor,” 
but as the “vanquished” to Canossa. 


The course on which the Chinese comrades want to set out and are setting 
out is very dangerous, very harmful. Chou Enlai declares: "The polemics 
ceased on the 16th of October, we declared an armistice. We shall have 
some contradictions and the polemic might flare up again, but again it 
will die down," and so on. This is precisely the tactic of the revision- 
ists towards their comrade Tito. This is just how they acted with Tito: 
kisses, while not forgetting to say, "We have some contradictions," some- 
times they engaged in polemics with the Titoites (but always reluctantly, 
because if they had failed to do so they would have been exposed more 
rapidly), and then kisses and more kisses. But not only that. During 
this period Tito was inspiring them, one might say, in policy, in 
ideology, in organization, and degeneration. And in the end, even the 
famous “contradictions” disappeared from their vocabulary and unity was 
achieved. 


Chou Enlai's “theory” is a forewarning of the same tactics and actions. 


In no way will we accept the revisionist views and actions of the Chinese. 
On the contrary, we must expose and fight them. The bridges connecting 
us with them are collapsing. 


{27 Jun 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 27 Jun (ATA)--Why this impatience of the Chinese to 
embrace the Soviets? In the note of Tuesday, November 3, 1964, Comrade 
Enver Hoxha exposes the impatience and haste of the Chinese to approach 
the Soviet revisionists after the fall of Khrushchev. 


If the Chinese comrades do not stop their career down this course towards 
the Soviets, which was wrong from the start, if the Chinese comrades do 
not consult, discuss, and decide with the other communist and workers’ 
parties, which have fought shoulder to shoulder in this struggle, if the 
Chinese comrades do not show themselves to be realists who judge events 
and their stands from a sound Marxist-Leninist platform, but are impelled 
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by egoism, megalomania, or aims of domination, Comrade Enver Hoxha 
writes, they will certainly slip into grave errors and will end up the 
losers. 


Why did the Chinese comrades, who in words pose as models of “patience” 
(they had set 20 years for bringing down Khrushchev and they have set 
three hundred years for the triumph of socialism in China), not wait at 
least one month, until the “Soviet comrades” could have said at least 
two words about Khrushchev and two words about their line? Why this 
impatience to embrace the Soviets? Why this great haste and zeal to 
go to Moscow “in order to help the Soviet comrades and the Soviet 


people”? 


A few months before Khrushchev was overthrown, and at a time when our 
struggle with him was at its fiercest, the Chinese comrades sent a tele- 
gram to “Dear Comrade Khrushchev" and wished him a “long life." “We did 
this,” they said, “because of our fri~ pip with the Soviet peoples, in 
order to strengthen this friendship. fine way to strengthen it; by 
wishing him, who was digging the grave for the Soviet people, a long life. 


Today the Chinese comrades are rushing to go to Moscow as quickly as 

they can. Why? To assist the revisionist “dear comrades," the closest 
collaborators of the traitor, and “through them to help the revolutionary 
forces in the Soviet Union,” etc. Astounding views! 


For us Marxists, Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses, these reasons don't hold 
water. Behind them there are other, unhealthy, non-Marxist aims. 


We do not bring down the Soviet leaders, it is up to their party and 
people to do, or not to do such a thing. Our correct militant stands 
should assist the Soviet revolutionaries to make the right decision. 


The question arises: Can it be that by assisting the revisionists with 
such zeal you have assisted the Soviet revolutionaries? To accept this 
means that you are not a revolutionary. Or is it a revolutionary gesture 
that, when the enemies of the revolution suffer a heavy defeat, pre- 
cisely in these moments favourable for the revolution, you rush to offer 
your hand to counterrevolutionaries to help them at a time when not only 
are they giving no sign of any change but, on the contrary, are declaring 
loudly that they will continue on the treacherous course of the 20th and 
22nd congresses? No, this is counterrevolutionary, anti-Marxist and 
revisionist. 


After all, it was not required of you, Chinese comrades, to hurl your- 
selves into “major attacks,” because you had broken off these polemical 
attacks long before, but could you not have been patient at least a few 
months in order to see what these "Soviet comrades" would do? 
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Wouldn't it have been in order, legitimate, and dignified for your party 
and state, for the defeated enemies to have asked to come to you, to 
have been obliged to come to you? All these things are ABC. 


Why are you so generous, to the point of opportunism, towards enemies, 
now at these moments, when yesterday you demanded from the Soviet Union 
the “territories which it had seized from you," and "Mongolia which it 
had cut off from China," when you said the Romanians were right to 
“demand Bukovina,” etc., and said that "Stalin made mistakes over the 
borders," and that you did all these things and set about conciliation 
with the Romanians, Poles, Germans and other revisionists like these, 
as pressure to isolate the Soviet Union? What are these stands? How 
can you change them so quickly in a matter of months? Why were you 
angry with us when we criticized you in a comradely way over these 
wrong stands? Your anger with us, who told you the truth, remained, 
while your incorrect "leftist" stands, your sectarian, even hostile 
stands towards the Soviet Union, have turned completely round to the 
right, and you describe them as Marxist, and at the same time, you still 
bear us a grudge because we say to you: “Let us discuss matters, don't 
be hasty.” 


It is evicent that the Chinese comrades are making mistakes. They, 
Comrade Enver Hoxha underlines, have no stable line. There are waverings 
in their line, as far to the right as to the left. And their policy, 
likewise, cannot have a principled Marxist-Leninist stability. 


Behind the Tactic of "Waiting" Lies a Marked Dose of Opportunism 
This is the title of the note of Wednesday, November 4, 1964. 


Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: Chen Yi, who these days is visiting a number 
of states of Africa, expressed great confidence that a revisionist worse 
than Khrushchev cannot come to the head of the Soviet Union, and said that 
the three of four of the present main leaders in the Soviet Union were 
unimportant. According to him, even if they want to make an immediate 
change, they are unable to do so. The pressure by the partisans of 
Khrushchev and the revisionists of the socialist countries and those of 
the capitalist countries is impeding any change they might make, Chen Yi 
continued. They were able to remove Khrushchev without a congress, but 
for the line to be changed a congress must be held. If they change the 
line, this, according to Chen Yi, will have major repercussions in the 
Soviet Union, while in the other revisionist countries this will cause 
the counterrevolution to break out. Therefore, continued Chen Yi, the 
Soviet leaders will proceed cautiously, and we must help them. We must 
not be hasty in our stand towards the Soviet leadership, he said. We 
must help them and wait, and in this way there is no danger that, in 
helping them, it will be thought that we are helping revisionism. 
Chen Yi also said, "They could correct certain mistakes of the party, 

and we should be satisfied with the correction of some minor mistakes." 
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He said that they would not talk publicly about the mistakes of the Soviet 
leadership, because that would be repeating the mistakes made over Stalin. 
We want them to correct their mistakes gradually, while treating them in 
a comradely way. And keeping these mistakes within the fraternal parties, 
so they do not become public. 


Apart from other things, this new, allegedly reasonable tactic of waiting 
and patience by the Chinese comrades conceals a marked dose of opportunism 
and injustifiable giving way on their former positions, and expresses a 
spirit of unfounded optimism and hope and the belief that the present 
Soviet leaders will make gradual changes. The Chinese comrades put for- 
ward the excuse that even if the Soviet "comrades" want to make rapid 
changes, they cannot do so, because this would lead them to catastrophe. 


Hence, according to the Chinese comrades, we ought to give up our revo- 
lutionary tactics and adopt the tactics of the Soviet leadership, when it 
is already known for certain that they are not going to proceed on this 
course, which Chen Yi advocates. If it is argued that Khrushchev was 
sacked by the anti-revisionists (and this is an erroneous thesis), the 
Chinese could support the thesis. "Look, the bringing down of Khrushchev 
was the first step and the major one. Therefore, these anti-revisionists 
will gradually go even further." But the more correct thesis must be 
accepted; i.e., the Soviet revisionists removed Khrushchev, not because 
these Soviet leaders are anti-revisionist, but out of necessity, because 
they could not advance any further on the revisionist road with Khrushchev, 
while without Khrushchev and with other revisionists they can go further 
and more confidently. 


The tactic of the Chinese, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha further on, is 
not revolutionary, it is opportunist. 


Ours is revolutionary aid also to those who truly intend to make a 
change, even if a gradual one, but, in particular, it is aid to the 
revolutionary forces in the Soviet Union, and not only in the Soviet 
Union (the Chinese are wrong again on this question and underestimate 
these forces), but also to the revolutionaries in the countries of 
people's democracy and the communists of capitalist countries. 


The cessation of the polemic as a result of this nonrevolutionary, 
opportunist stand of the Chinese comrades means that we allow the revi- 
sionists to brainwash the revolutionary forces in the countries of people's 
democracy and in the capitalist countries and feed them with their propa- 
ganda, because, naturally, if the Chinese tactic is to be followed, we 
must remain silent about the main centre of modern revisionism, the Soviet 
Union, and must discount Titoism. Hence we must remain completely silent 
about the other revisionists like the Gomulkas, Kadars, and others. 











The Chinese Seek That the Criticism Over the Mistakes and Crimes of 
Khrushchev Should Not Be Made Public 


The other serious, very serious question is the position taken by the 
Chinese (and this is the position of all modern revisionists), that the 
criticism over the mistakes and crimes of Khrushchev should not be made 
public, should be kept within the fraternal parties, allegedly, so that 
the enemy should not benefit from them, as “it did from the mistakes 
which Khrushchev made when he attacked Stalin." 


A problem which must be put in the forefront, and which the Chinese are 
doing nothing about, is: Will it be permitted any longer that all the 
filth that was thrown at Stalin by the modern revisionists, and by the 
Soviet revisionists, first of all, should be allowed to stand? will 
Stalin be rehabilitated, or not? Are the Soviet revisionists going to 
admit where and how greatly they and Khrushchev have been wrong over 
Stalin? 


If this major issue of principle is not settled how can the Chinese com- 
rades arrive at the other issue of principle, which is that of the public 
condemnation of Khrushchev, the public denunciation of his ideological, 
political and organizational betrayal? Now, the Chinese want to close 
this latter question, to keep quiet about it, to trample on such issues 
of principle. To act in such a way, is anti-Marxist, is betrayal. The 
Chinese comrades may say to us: Let us suppose that we disagree with 
you Albanians on the question of Stalin. Then we have the right to ask: 
But on the question of Khrushchev, do you agree that he is a traitor? 
They will reply: Yes. Then we shall say: How is it possible to accept 
that Khrushchev's betrayal of Marxism-Leninism should be concealed 
(because this is what their comrades want), and that we should accept 
this treacherous view and refrain from fighting for the rehabilitation 
of the colossal figure of Stalin, and for the unmasking of the renegade 
Khrushchev? 


No, the Chinese comrades are right off the beam. 


Their ideological and political speculation are not Marxist, they are 
sophisms. You can call them what you like but not Marxist. These 
mistakes will take them a long way down their road if they don't pull 
back before it is too late. Mistake leads to mistake, and when you 
continue to judge things wrongly, then you are in a blind alley and 
groping in the dark. We shall and must try to influence them, but I 
feel that this is becoming more difficult every year with the Chinese. 


In the note of Thursday, November 5, 1964, Comrade Enver Hoxha analyses 
the aims of Chou Enlai's going to Moscow. The note is entitled: 
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The New Course of the Chinese Comrades Is Harmful to the Communist 
Movement 


The new course towards modern revisionism, which the Chinese comrades 
announced, will have grave consequences to the detriment of the inter- 
national communist movement. This is an opportunist course of concilia- 
tion, a very dangerous, unprincipled concession without perspective, or 
to put it more correctly, with a gloomy perspective for the Communist 
Party of China. 


Chou Enlai went to Moscow full of enthusiasm. The Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of China acted brutally on this matter, rejecting 
even the simplest norms of relations with people, not to speak of the 
Marxist-Leninist norms and principles which link comrades and friends 
with one another in the struggle. 


This shows clearly that the going of the delegation of the Communist Party 
and the government of China to Moscow in these undignified conditions and 
with these servile, opportunist spirit and aims is not bringing any glory 
to the Communist Party of China, as its leaders may have thought. On the 
one hand, the Chinese delegation that went to Moscow, Comrade Enver Hoxha 
underlines, abandoned the revolutionary line, betrayed and scorned its 
revolutionary comrades and friends, while on the other hand, in Moscow 

it will not find a group of friends and comrades who will carry it 
shoulder-high in triumph, but revisionist enemies. These revisionist 
enemies have not abandoned and are not going to abandon their treacherous 
positions to please the Chinese, or to fulfil their plans and dreams. 

No, they will stick to their revisionist positions and lure the Chinese, 
too, into these positions. The famous Chou Enlai will find himself in 
awasps' nest. Serve him right. But why should the international com- 
munist movement suffer for the perfidy of these unscrupulous and unprin- 
cipled individuals? Chou Enlai’s going to Moscow with these aims and 

in these circumstances does not mean that he will have the initiative 
there, as the Chinese are prattling, but the revisionists will have it, 
and the revisionists have achieved their primary aim: To deceive the 
international communist movement with the "glad tidings" that the first 
friendly contact has been made and the phase of extinguishing the polemics 
has been reached. This will have immediate consequences in the interests 
of the revisionist cliques in power and those in the capitalist countries. 
For a time, this will stun the revolutionary groups and new Marxist- 
Leninist parties everywhere in the world, throw them into confusion and 
cause them great vacillations. 


The Line of the Chinese Is a Capitulation on Bended Knees to the 
Revisionists 


On the one hand, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes further on, the Chinese stop 
the polemics against the modern revisionists, and on the other hand, the 
modern revisionists exalt their course as “correct,” “farsighted” and 
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"Marxist-Leninist." And what has the Communist Party of China gained 
from all this? What revolutionary initiative does it hold? If we are 
talking of initiative, then we cannot deny that the Communist Party of 
China holds only the initiative to help propagate modern revisionism 
and weaken the revolutionary movement, weaken the communist comrades 
throughout the world, who had understood the matter properly and had 
launched themselves into the struggle in an organized way. 


The revisionist cliques which are dominant in the “communist” parties 

in the capitalist countries will also benefit in the same way from this 
new course of the Chinese. For those parties, this course was an 
unexpected great victory, just as great as the liquidation of Khrushchev 
was for us. Those parties had been shaken to their foundations, were 
splitting. The genuine revolutionary forces within them were moving 
towards a break. Now they are recovering themselves, and for this they 
have to thank the "Chinese elixir" which Chou Enlai and his comrades 
manufactured. These cliques have not lost a feather, the 20th and 22nd 
congresses stand, and they will trumpet that, willy-nilly, the Chinese 
came over to their side. The French have an expression, "Paris vaut bien 
une messe-——Paris is worth a mass" (said by Henry IV in 1593) (French in 
the original), hence for them, this victory makes “the removal of 
Khrushchev from his posts worthwhile," because he is not condemned, not 
exposed, and his mistakes and betrayal are not even made known publicly. 
And the “Chinese comrades" support this. 


In these circumstances, the situation and struggle of our revolutionary 
Marxist-Leninist comrades in the capitalist countries becomes very diffi- 
cult. 


Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses that such an anti-Marxist course of the 
Chinese cannot continue for long, it won't be long before it is exposed, 
because this course, this line, is simply a capitulation on bended knees 
to the modern revisionists. 


{28 Jun 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 28 Jun (ATA)--Exposing the objectives of the speech 
Brezhnev made on occasion of the 47th anniversary of the October Socialist 
Revolution, Comrade Enver Hoxha in the note of Saturday, November 7, 1964, 
entitled: "Brezhnev Is Trying To Fool the Chinese First of All," writes 
among others: A rubber speech on the occasion of the 47th anniversary 

of the October Socialist Revolution. Only inveterate opportunists and 
revisionists could write such a speech, neither fish nor fowl, a speech 
which tries to please everybody, but satisfies nobody, and especially 
tries to fool the wavering Marxists and the Chinese comrades, first of 
all. 


Pointing out the main objectives of this speech such as: to calm the 
internal situation, to placate the revisionist cliques outside the Soviet 
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Union, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes also about the efforts of the Soviet 
revisionists to placate the Chinese, to fool them into stopping the 
polemic and gradually to shackle them. Both sides, stresses Comrade 
Enver Hoxha, are proceeding on this principle: who will deceive the 
other, and who will shackle the other first. The principles of the 
struggle are no longer revolutionary, certainly either from the Soviet 
side, or from the Chinese side. Both sides are pursuing the tactic of 
a cat and mouse game. 


Although Brezhnev's speech makes no concession in principle to the 
Chinese, in the way it was constructed it creates certain superficial 
illusions, spreads a few drops of “synthetic honey” to keep the fly 
buzzing around. But the fact is that the Chinese, who thought they 
were going to enter Moscow like Ceasar entering Rome and would send a 
telegram to Peking saying veni, vidi, vici, did not achieve this. On 
the one hand, Brezhnev defended the regime and triumph of Johnson, and 
on the other hand he managed to satisfy the hopes of the Chinese with 
the “threat of Malinovsky" to the Americans. As if such things, indeed 
even more threatening, have not been said before by Khrushchev and by 
Malinovsky himself. 


In a word, the two sides have the same tactics. The Soviets say: We 
must proceed slowly, cautiously, because we cannot get the shackles on 
the Chinese all at once, but with patience, with a little honey, a 
little sugar, we shall introduce the poison pill and then, once they 
have swallowed it, matters will take their own course. The thing is 
that we must compromise them, make them like ourselves ideologically, 
but as to the contradictions in our course, they will never be elimi- 
nated. This is clear. It is the law of force, the law of the jungle, 
that settles accounts amongst this lot. 


For their part, the Chinese are following the same tactic: We must be 
patient, we must not attack them, we must sing them lullabies and 
gradually slip the handcuffs on them, under our direction. Moreover, 
say the Chinese, this tactic is one we know and has proved fruitful. 

This is like the history of General Fu Tsa~yi, a Chiang Kai-shek general, 
who was defeated by the communists, surrendered, and Mao made him min- 
ister of water resources and energy and vice-chairman of the Military 
Commission of China. This is authentic. The Chinese comrades are 

basing their present policy in regard to the new Soviet leadership on 
this imbecile experience. One can isagine the results of such a policy. 


At such favourable moments for the international communist movement, 
writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, it is a tragedy to assist the detested 
revisionists, as the Chinese, basing themselves on the experience of 
the Chiang Kai-shek general, Fu Tsa-yi, intended to do, and to reject 
the experience of the world Marxist marshals: Marx, Engels, Lenin and 
Stalin. 
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The vacillations cf the Chinese, their undignified stand towards the 
Soviet revisionists after the fall of Khrushchev were once more mani- 
fested in the articles published in Peking and the speeches made on 
occasion of the 47th anniversary of the October Socialist Revolution. 

In the note of Sunday, November 8, 1964, entitled: "A Scandalous Stand, 
Everything They Say Is Hypocritical, With Dishonest Aims," Comrade Enver 
Hoxha writes: Astounding articles and speeches. I believe that even in 
the golden age of Sino-Soviet friendship, the Chinese could rarely have 
written articles so enthusiastic about the Sino-Soviet friendship as this 
in the newspaper RENMIN RIBAO on the occasion of the 47th anniversary of 
the October Socialist Revolution. And these are written only a few weeks 
after the fall of Khrushchev and after a period of unprecedented public 
polemic. Matters have gone so far that they are saying, amongst other 
things: "Mao has taught the Chinese to follow the Russians," or, "We 
Chinese are amazed and enthused by the majestic successes which the 
Soviet Union has achieved in these forty-seven years,” etc. And they 

are writing all this when, only a few months ago, the Chinese were say- 
ing that the Soviets were short of bread and buying it from the Americans. 


Truly a scandalous, undignified stand; everything they say is false and 
hypocritical, to achieve certain aims in dishonest ways. But no one, 
least of all the Soviet revisionists, is being taken in by all these 
“bouquets,” these “avowals of love" or “oaths of boundless loyalty." 

In fact, the Soviets welcome these things because, although they do not 
deceive anyone, at least they bring out clearly the bizarre, complicated 
vacillating character of the Chinese leaders. 


Naturally, the Chinese hope to kill two birds with one stone, to deceive 
the new Soviet leaders, to assist them in these difficult moments for 
them in the eyes ©; the Soviet people, to give them a hand “against the 
pressure of foreign revisionists," "to intrigue and frighten the 
imperialists," "to steel their friendship with the Soviet people,” etc., 
etc. We can go on in this strain as long as you like. A brilliant 
tactic--one had only to invent it. It was the fertile brain of Chou 
Enlai that gave birth to this tactic. But as for the opposite effect 
that this tactic may have, this never crossed the mind of the Chinese 
leadership. 


The whole article is pervaded from start to finish by this exalted tone, 
and in his speech at the commemorative evening the Chinese comrade went 
so far as to fail to mention the “struggle” against modern revisionism 
for the sake of form, at least. Meanwhile, all of them, with the excep- 
tion of Mao, from Liu Shaoqi down to the last, went to the dinner which 
the Soviet ambassador in Beijing put on on the occasion of the anniver- 
sary of the October Revolution. But the beauty of it is (and for this 
we rely on the XINHUA report) that the Soviet ambassador said only a few 
words of welcome and proposed a toast without deigning to mention either 
the name of Mao or that of Liu, who was present at the celebration. 
Meanwhile Chen Yi delivered a long speech of five or six pages (still 
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according to XINHUA), and what a speech--and what toasts--and all of thes 
naming definite people. It is truly unimaginable. Inconceivable to us. 


In the first place, the article means: We must kiss and make up, and as 
for the other things, we will find the way to solve them later, gradually, 
step by step. 

All these are bad signs. We must be vigilant. 


The Defeat of Chou Enlai in Moscow 





Under this title, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes among others in the note of 
Saturday, November 21, 1964: 


Chou Enlai went to Moscow like Napoleon and returned like Napoleon. He 
suffered an ignominious defeat. I feel very sorry for the great Communist 
Party of China and the fraternal Chinese people that are being discredited 
by a person such as Chou Enlai. The revisionists of Moscow provoked hin, 
discredited him and humiliated him. If it were just a matter of Chou 
Enlai, who has opportunist and capitulationist views, I would say: 

“Serve him right," but this is not a subjective matter. This is a matter 
of the Communist Party of China and what it represents in the inter- 
national communist movement. 


Meanwhile the Chinese comrades had four meetings with the Soviets and 
came away shaven and shorn. The Soviets received them very coldly, and 
told them: “Don't think that we are going to change our line, which was 
not built up by Khrushchev alone.” “We are going to implement our line 
unwaveringly to the end." “We are not altering our attitude towards you, 
and this is not the attitude of Khrushchev only, but this is our unalter- 
able line." 


"You Chinese must correct mistakes." Apart from this, from what we hear, 
the Soviets went even further. Malinovsky said to Chou Enlai: "We 
overthrew Khrushchev, why do you stick to that old galosh, Mao Zedong?" 
Chou Enlai did not reply, but later invited Brezhnev, Kosygin, Mikoyan to 
a banquet, and said to them: "“Malinovsky provoked me; is this what you 
think, too?" Mikovw-u replied to Chou that Malinovsky had made a mistake. 
(Mikoyan said the same thing when the Vietnamese told him that Malinovsky 
had spoken against Albania.) Brezhnev “explained” to Chou that Malinovsky 
had allegedly been drunk and must make a “self-criticism.” Chou Enlai 
informed these gentlemen, "I shall report this matter to Mao Zedong.” 


What a disgrace for the Chinese-~-all their “profound judgements," their 
“mature decisions," “the Marxist-Leninist line studied in detail in the 
Central Committee after the fall of Khrushchev,” their indescribable 
enthusiasm, all suffered fiasco, all turned out to be wrong, incorrect; 
all proved to be childish ideas and the acme of opportunism; but they 
are so opportunist, so stuck-up, that without the slightest shame they 
insulted the Party of Labour of Albania and Albania. 
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Yesterday the old tactics commenced or rather recommenced. HONQI (RED 
FLAG) published an article entitled “Why Khrushchev Fell.” The theses 
of the article are diametrically opposed to what Chou Enlai expounded 
before he left for Moscow. However, they are still subjective. 


But we have no information from the Chinese, nothing is certain. What 
they say today they change tomorrow. 


Beijing's Reaction After Chou Enlai'’s Return From Moscow 
In the note of Monday, November 23, 1964, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


Chou Enlai‘s return from Moscow empty-handed made the Chinese comraies 
throw all their beautiful hopes about the “Soviet comrades” in the 
Yangtse. 


The Chinese comrades, offended and angered by the insulting attitude of 
the Soviets who made them no concession in line or anything else, began 
with the old tactic, which we had foreseen. In RENMIN RIBAO they began 
to publish all the articles of the recent number of the organ “for a 
lasting peace...,"” which attacked China. Then not only RENMIN RIBAO, 
which has a large circulation, but also HONQI published the article 
“Why Khrushchev Fell.” They also published parts of our article of 

lst November (see: Enver Hoxha, “Speeches and Articles, 1964-1965," 

p 317, Alb. Ed). 


Nevertheless, for us who know how matters stand in fact, this is a turn 
of one hundred-eighty degrees, or a pirovette. What they thought and 
said yesterday, they do not think and say today, at least on paper. 


What ferocious and determined enemies are the Soviet revisionists in 
whom the Chinese comrades had such great hopes. Not only did they not 
show themselves pliant towards Chow Enlai, but they even attacked and 
provoked him, at a time when they certainly knew the aims of the Chinese 
which Chou Enlai had expressed openly to the Romanian and Cuban ambassa- 
dors and, possibly, even directly to Ambassador Chervonenko. In other 
words, the Soviet revisionists told the Chinese: “No, we do not want 
you to help us. If you like, come over to our line, abandon your mis- 
taken line, overthrow Mao," etc. 


Naturally, this means an even more thorough pursuit on the part of the 
Soviet revisionists of the treacherous course of Nikita Khrushchev, 
without Khrushchev. This was completely clear to us. 


But was this development ciear to the Chinese comrades? I doubt this, 
writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, because their views are not crystallized, 
not stable; otherwise they could not fail to have unity of thought and 
action in the Chinese leadership. 











A Verbal Communication of the Chinese Ambassador in Tirana About Chou 
Enlai's Talks in Moscow 


On Tuesday, November 24, 1964, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


On the instruction of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
China, the Chinese ambassador in Tirana communicated to us verbally 

about Chou Enlai's talks in Moscow. These things we knew, but they 
listed them point by point. The Soviets have offended them badly and 
have not made the slightest concession. The Chinese are very angry and 
“express their implacable opposition” to the Soviet revisionists. They 
have almost (in their views) copied word for word our opinions, expressed 
in the communication we sent them about what our Central Committee thinks 
of the situation created after the fall of Khrushchev. Not the slightest 
sign of self-criticism (but they have thought that this communication of 
theirs which was a hundred and eighty degree turn might be considered a 
self-criticism). 


They do not fail to describe their going to Moscow as “essential” and 
“necessary,” and to give precisely those reasons which we had predicated. 
Let it be, this is very good, provided they stand by what they say and 
don't shift from principles. 


On Thursday, February 3, 1965, Comrade Enver Hoxha dwells egain on the 
vacillating stand of the Chinese towards the Soviet revisionists. He 
vrites: “Opportunist tactic of the Chinese comrades!" 


Our ambassador in Beijing writes us about the talk which he had with Liu 
Xiao and Yu Chang. According to them, and this is the line of the Chinese 
leadership, the revisionist clique in power at present in the Soviet Union 
is “meaner than Khrushchev, treacherous, cunning,” etc., etc. “Khrushchev 
was boisterous, while these operate in silence, and recently, have con- 
cluded many agreements with the Americans, which Khrushchev did not dare 
or was unable to do." "On the surface, the present Soviet revisionists 
pretend to be good and moderate, but they are very bad." "They put on 
masks to deceive you like the witch in the Chinese fable who put on a 
beautiful mask to attract young boys, and caught two, but the third tore 
off the mask and thus the real face of the witch was revealed,” etc., etc. 


When when our ambassador asked them: “Why don't you too attack the 
present Soviet leaders to tear the disguise from them?” they replied: 

“We (the Chinese) are replying to the Soviets through the articles of 
sister parties, and when the time comes that they (the Soviets) attack 
us (the Chinese) directly, then we shall rout them once and for all." 
Hence, a “stern” fight with others’ bullets. And the Chinese, living 

on “borrowed flour,” will deal the witch the "final blow” after the 
others have torn the mask from her. In a word, this means to build your 
reputation on the other's efforts. This, Comrade Enver Hoxha underlines, 
is truly revolting, neither Marxist, ner honourable. 
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This is scandalous. On the one hand, this means to do what the revi- 
sionists want (because they want this calm and have no reason to attack 
you openly), and on the other hand, if you pursue the logic of the 
Chinese tactic, according to which you allow the Soviet people to become 
eabittered towards the sister parties which tear the mask from the Soviet 
leaders, such a thing has no importance for the Chinese. Here in Albania, 
the Ballists used to say, to justify their failure to participate in the 
fight against the occupiers, "The stew must be cooked without burning 

the pot.” And that is what the Chinese think: Let others tear the mask 
from the revisionists. We shall take the credit for our wisdom, maturity, 
and cool-headedness in directing this work, and let the others pull the 
chestnuts out of the fire for us. 


Unfortunately for them, they have reckoned their account without the 
host. 


The Chinese Are Publishing Khrushchev's Speeches 
On Saturday, February “7, 1965, Comrade Enver Hoxha points out: 


The Chinese news agency reports that it is publishing the articles and 
speeches of Khrushchev (Vol. 3), which it describes as rubbish. However, 
the publication of them in the Chinese press is not entirely without 
danger, because in that rubbish there is demagogy, which might fool 
people. If it does not expose and comment on them (and not just with 
nine articles), such a thing could do harm. In some things the Chinese 
are astonishing. 


{29 Jun 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 29 Jun (ATA)--What would the Chinese proposal, “Let us go 
in one front against imperialism, together with the modern revisionists" 
mean? 


In his notes Comrade Enver Hoxha continues to dwell several times on the 
question of the creation of the “anti-imperialist front including even 
the revisionists." He exposes the demagogy of the modern revisionists 
with regard to this question as well as the stand of the Chinese. In the 
note of Monday, March 1, 1965, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


After the fal’. of Khrushchev, his associates who remained in power did 
not indulge in bombastic attempts like Khrushchev, or in beating their 
breasts and proclaiming that the polemics must cease, but, without 
forgetting to call for this in a low voice, it seems, they have adopted 
the tactical line of seeking the cessation of the polemic, not by shout- 
ing for it, but by finding that field in the general line of their 
opponents where their demagogy could take root so that the polemic 
automatically fades out. And on this question they have found a field 
of action in foreign policy, or the “anti-imperialist front." 
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In this field the revisionists intend to carry on their demagogy about 
the fading out of the polemic, to continue with the development of 
trade, and, as far as conditions allow, even with official cultural 
exchanges. But the question of the “anti-imperialist front" is the 
primary field of their experiment. The Khrushchevite revisionists are 
fully aware of the views which the Chinese have expressed many times on 
this problem, indeed expressed very openly, in saying, "We must create 
an anti-imperialist front including even the revisionists." When the 
Chinese expressed this idea to us, we opposed the participation of 
revisionists in this front, but undoubtedly, they should have put this 
forward and reached agreement on it with the Communist Party of Japan, 
and some other parties of Asia. 


Now the Soviet revisionists are not only proposing to them to cooperate, 
but are also taking practical steps. (When Kosygin went to Vietnam he 
asked the Chinese to make a joint declaration against imperialism.) 


In another note of Tuesday, August 23, 1966, Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses: 


The line of our party on this capital problem has been consistent, 
unwavering, Marxist-Leninist. For our party, “a front against imperialism 
including even the modern revisionists" was impossible, while for the 
Communist Party of China it was possible. Without fighting revisionism 
properly, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, it is impossible to fight 
imperialism properly. This is the Leninist thesis which guides us. 


But what would the Chinese proposal, “Let us go in one front against 
imperialism, together with the modern revisionists," mean? This would 
mean: 


1. The views of our parties were identical with those of the Soviet and 
other revisionists in regard to the nature of imperialism, with American 
imperialism at the head, and our stiuggle against it would be completely 
identified with that of the modern revisionists. 


2. As long as this identity of views and these joint actions on this 
capital issue were accepted, then any other disagreement would remain 
the least important, because to engage in a joint struggle, together 
with the modern revisionists, against this savage enemy, American 
imperialism, and to wage the struggle effectively, you have to give up 
polemics and the stern struggle with the betrayers of Marxism-Leninisn, 
and accept that the modern revisionists “are Marxist-Leninists with 
some mistakes which can be corrected, but still Marxists..." 


3. To pursue this line would mean that our parties would have to put 
aside their ideological and political disagreements with the Soviet 
revisionists, accept the treacherous course of Khrushchevite “peaceful 
coexistence," accept the open and secret Soviet-American agreements and 
treaties, accept the Khrushchevite bourgeois pacifist ideas, accept 
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their treacherous revisionist ideas on the party, the state and social- 
ism, abandon the revolution and not support the people's national 
liberation struggle. 


4. To proceed on this line means either to go over completely to 
betrayal, or to give the Soviet revisionists moral support and a weapon 
to attack you, and if you are to organize a front against American 
imperialism you must analyse the full implications of this line. This, 
especially for us, means to have an identical policy, which entails 
identical ideological views, to organize our military and economic forces 
in unity with them. Therefore, we would have to build and adopt other 
political, economic and military stands in accord with a new situation 
created. 


It is clear that the Soviet revisionists could never abandon their 
treacherous positions, but it would have to be we who abandoned our 
correct Marxist-Leninist positions. In other words, if we were to 
follow this line, we would go over from revolutionary positions to 
opportunist positions, in this way admitting that our line and stand 
have been wrong... 


As in the past, our party would not follow this treacherous anti-Marxist 
revisionist line, but would fight it to the end, as it had always done. 
However, the leadership of the Communist Party of China fell into error. 


This wrong line first was advocated to us by Liu Shao-chi. 
Comrade Enver Hoxha writes further on: 


Who in the Chinese leadership is responsible for this major question 
about which nothing is being said openly and publicly? Who is the 
supporter of this line which could be catastrophic if it were followed? 
Is it only Peng Chen? We are not convinced of this. Perhaps it is also 
Liu Shao-chi who has made mistakes? We cannot affirm this. Or is it 
Chou Enlai who showed such zeal in his brutal efforts to drag us to 
Moscow after the fall of Khrushchev? 


If the plenum of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China, 
which was held this month, has not analysed such a major mistake and 
has not determined who is responsible for it, then it has not done well. 


In the note of Monday, November 14, 1966, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes 
about the talks he had with Kang Sheng, who had come to Albania to 
attend the proceedings of the 5th congress of the Party of Labour of 
Albania. 


On the question of the “anti-imperialist front including even the revi- 
sionists," underlines Comrade Enver Hoxha, Kang Sheng said that this was 
not the opinion or the decision of the Central Committee, hence he 
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implied that it was the idea of Liu Shao-chi and Chou Enlai, because it 
was they who put it forward to then. 


In regard to going to Moscow after the fall of Khrushchev, he said that 
this had been Mao's idea, and added: "You (Albanians) were completely 
right and did well not to go to Moscow.” 


Another Vacillating Stand of the Chinese Comrades 


Under the above title, Comrade Enver Hoxha, on Friday, September 12, 1969, 
writes: 


The Chinese ambassador told Comrade Nesti, "In the address at the cele- 
bration in Beijing (for the 20th anniversary of the founding of the 
People's Republic of China), we (the Chinese) are not going to mention 
the Soviet revisionists, but will say ‘social-imperialists,' so that they 
do not walk out of the hall...” 


You do as we do, is what the ambassador wanted to say. 


Rita (Marko) informed us from Hanoi, where he has gone to take part in 
the funeral of Ho Chi Minh, that Li Hsien-nien had said to him: "If 
Kosygin offers us his hand, we shall shake it, because we have diplo- 
matic relations.” Rita rejected this idea, and Li Hsien-nien was 
obliged to leave Kosygin's hand mid-air when he offered it to him. 
Astounding, astounding... 


Kosygin in Beijing 
On Saturday, September 13, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha points out: 


Behind all the “amazing events” of yesterday we can see the ears of the 
hidden rabbit. Yesterday Kosygin turned back from Irkutsk and went to 
Beijing. There Chou and Li Hsien-nien received him and, as TASS reported 
in the evening, they discussed “matters useful to both sides." Every- 
thing was prepared secretly long ago. Apparently there is no end to 
their perfidy. 


Chou Enlai Met Kosygin 


On Monday, September 15, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes in his notes 
about the meeting of Chou Enlai with Kosygin. 


We suspected, he writes, that Chou Enlai might have met Kosygin in Hanoi 
at Ho Chi Minh's funeral. Chou Enlai is capable of such political 
pirouettes. This suspicion was well-founded, although a great deal of 
water has gone under the bridge since the beginning of the Great Prole- 
tarian Cultural Revolution. 
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After mentioning that Chou Enlai left Hanoi before Kosygin arrived there, 
Comrade Enver Hoxha continues: 


After Ho Chi Minh's funeral, Rita was invited by Li Hsien-nien and went 
for a visit to Beijing. To Rita, of Chou Enlai's meeting with Kosygin in 
Beijing the llth September 1969, Rita also had a meeting with Kang Sheng 
and others. [sentence as received] Just as they were leaving, Kang 
Sheng told Rita, “It is possible that Kosygin, on his return from Hanoi, 
will stop at Beijingairport, indeed it is possible that right now, while 
we are here, Chou Enlai is talking with Kosygin at the airport." Rita 
said in astonishment: “How is such a thing possible? What will they 
talk about?" Kang Sheng replied with the greatest shamelessness: "We 
know nothing.” And after these words, which had deliberately been left 
to the end of the meeting, they parted. 


Not only did they not tell their "closest" friends and comrades anything 
in connection with this meeting before it took place, but even at the 
eleventh hour, when the talks with the revisionist had ended, this was 
hidden from us, and we were told about it by Chou Enlai two days later 
in the presence of Kang Sheng. Such a thing proved clearly that nego- 
tiations about this meeting at the level of prime ministers had been 
going on for a long time before, and indeed "conditions" had been laid 
down on the part of the Chinese. This stand towards us on the part of 
the Chinese is wrong, insincere, and bad... 


The Americans, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha further on, spread a "sensa- 
tional" report: The Soviet Union is going to attack China and especially 
the Chinese atomic bases. The bourgeois press and chancelleries continue 
to inflate this report. 


Can the Soviet revisionists have taken such a decision? Anything is 
possible, but I think that this is a Soviet-American bluff to intimidate 
China. 


Chou Enlai, Comrade Enver Hoxha continues, has always been for deals and 
compromises from rightist positions. He tells us, “Mao and Lin Piao had 
instructed” him to hold these talks with Kosygin. This may be true, but 
I think he himself is the main inspirer. 


To accept a reduction of tension on the basis of blackmail serves the 
enemy. You can say, "I warned the adventurers, who had plans to attack 
our atomic bases, that, if they did such a thing they would have war to 
the end. And they retreated. We assisted the ‘dove’ Kosygin, who is 
not in favour of adventures," etc., etc. 


First, such a thing could have been achieved without Chou Enlai's meeting 
with the revisionist Kosygin, and would have had even greater effect, 
because it would have eliminated the supposition of "fear" and implied, 
"Y did not fall for this concocted bluff," because it was based on the 
reports spread by the Americans. 








Second, why should this “dove” Kosygin, a revisionist czar like all the 
others, be helped? Why should the balance of forces in the Soviet 
leadership be helped? Why should the “softening of things with China” 
serve the Soviet revisionists as capital, either at home or abroad? 

Why should the “softening and lowering of tension" with the Soviet Union 
and the czars of the Kremlin, with the renegades and gangsters, as they 
have been called, and as they are in reality, hold up the consolidation 
of the victories of the Cultural Revolution? 


Precisely in these things, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, lies the great 
mistake of the Chinese comrades in such an act of responsibilities and 
consequences. 


For three whole years Chinese diplomacy has been sound asleep. Now it 
has just woken up and the first sensational thing it did was to give its 
hand to the Russian czar, Kosygin. However you turn and twist this, 
Comrade Chou Enlai, you will never convince us. We know the difference 
between chalk and cheese. 


We shall follow vigilantly the further results of this “new Line of 
reducing tension with the Soviets, without making any concession to them" 
such as Chou Enlai has advocated. We do not budge a fraction in regard 
to our stand towards modern revisionism, led by the Soviet revisionists, 
and imperialism, led by the imperialism of the United States of America. 


The Echo of the Chou Enlai-Kosygin Meeting 
In the note of Thursday, September 18, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


The Chinese may claim, "We gained prestige, because it was Kosygin who 
came to Beijing and we did not go to Moscow.” This is a "pyrrhic" vic- 
tory, because just the propaganda advantages, which the Soviets and 
their friends gain, outweigh this so-called Chinese prestige. To compro- 
mise others, the Soviets are ready to go to the devil himself, or 
wherever they can make even a small gain. In this case their gain is 
great, whether the meeting leads to no more than this or even if it falls 
through. The Soviets will blame the Chinese for this, saying: "We made 
the effort and sent our prime minister in person to Beijing. On the 
Chinese part there is lack of good will, if no more than that." 


The Chinese may claim that “the meeting had results and the adventurers 
of the Kremlin retreated from an attack on China, because a prior condi- 
tion for the meeting was that the Chinese atomic bases must not be 
attacked, because then China would go to war with the Soviet Union." 


The fascists violate treaties, let alone words. Either the Soviets were 
going to attack or they were bluffing. It depends on how one judges the 
real situation. We think that today, in this existing situation, in the 
circumstances, the Soviets are bluffing. Apparently, the Chinese assess 
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the situation differently from us. But if the Soviets have decided to 
attack China, they will attack tomorrow, if the Chinese are not conced- 
ing much to them. If they were bluffing, regardless of what the Chinese 
said, the Soviets understood clearly that the Chinese took the blackmail 
seriously, were frightened, came to the talks, and the ice was broken. 


As to what extent the ice was broken we shall see as things develop, but 
after the first astonishment, world opinion began comments. Naturally, 
Marxist-Leninists do not like this meeting and do not find it correct or 
opportune. The revisionists are jumping with joy because “the talks 
with China have begun, and gradually we shall reach agreement, the talks 
are good, patience is needed, the policy of the Soviet Union is correct,” 
and they are continuing in this tone. Naturally, this demagogy will 
build up even more, following the results of this meeting in Beijing. 


The Soviet revisionists are assisting in this direction. Moscow has 
ceased its attacks on China, while China is spraying them heavily with 
rose water. Soviet television transmitted Kosygin's meeting with Chou 
Enlai. I saw this broadcast with my own eyes. When they were farewelling 
one another especially, they all but kissed, they shook hands like two 
friends who hadn't seen each other for four years and who had been long- 
ing to meet and could scarcely bear to part. Scandalous... 


The reactionary world press is commenting extensively on this event in 
favour of the Soviet Union. 


The Soviet revisionists, underlines Comrade Enver Hoxha, will make every 
effort to widen this breach they made in the Chinese fortress, because 
this is necessary to them in order to consolidate the positions of the 
clique within the Soviet Union and to strengthen the dominant position 
of the Soviet Union over its satellites. Such a thing is also of inter- 
est to them in order to quell the people's resistance and revolutionary 
struggles, to direct them according to their enslaving social-imperialist 
ideology and to manage to revive the ill-famed "anti-imperialist front 
including even the revisionists." This is the old plan of Khrushchev 
and Liu Shao-chi and also of Chou Enlai, who defended this to us, here, 
in Tirana, very strongly, but one which we opposed and combated just as 
strongly. 


[30 Jun 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 30 Jun (ATA)--"The Chinese Have Been Frightened by the 
Soviet Blackmail." 


Under this title, on Friday, September 19, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha 


writen? 


Today Comrade Rita arrived from Beijing and reported to us concretely. 
As in the first period of the Cultural Revolution, as in the time of 
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Liu Shaogi, this time, too, Chou Enlai had mounted the revisionist- 
opportunist horse and was tearing ahead, full of enthusiasm, at a head- 
long gallop. Indeed he was striking out right and left with success. 
His comrades, beginning from Kang Sheng, sat and listened and never 
interrupted. This means that they were all in accord with what Chou 
Enlai was reeling off. 


When Rita expressed his opinion that the meeting with Kosygin was a 
wrong action, Chou Enlai replied to him angrily, in an uncomradely way, 
"You are extremist." There is no doubt that this revisionist definition 
of Chou Enlai's was aimed at all our leadership. 


In his exposition, Chou Enlai did not take even the slightest precaution 
to conceal his opportunist views, full of contradictions, arranged 
especially in this way to give us to understand that we should reduce 
the tension with the Soviet Union. 


Here is his reasoning: 


1. The Soviet Union is going to attack us, has massed troops, but now is 
not in a situation to act. 


2. The Soviet leaders are fools. Nixon has said this, too. 


3. The Soviet generals and marshals are incompetent. Nixon has said 
this, too. 


4. The Soviet leadership is divided into “hawks” and "doves." The Soviet 
Union is for peace, we must reduce the tension, assist the "doves" so 

that the trend to peace will triumph there and we (the Chinese) can gain 
time to arm ourselves, while the Soviet Union should disarm (a brilliant 
strategy). 


5. The Soviet Union has lost its authority and control over its satel- 
lites. (Hence China ought to help it to regain them.) 


6. The Soviet Union was discredited at the Moscow meeting. (Hence China 
ought to help it recover.) 


7. The Soviet Union must exert pressure on the United States of America. 
(Hence China ought to help it do this.) 


After listing all these things Chou Enlai concluded that the reduction 
of tension is useful. 


The question arises: For whom is it useful? According to Chou Enlai, 
for China. According to us, for the Soviet Union and the revisionist 
faction in China, as well as for modern revisionism throughout the world. 
Even children understand this, let alone political people. Imperialism, 


45 





together with its agency, modern revisionism, has fought, is fighting and 
will fight for such positions. 


Chou Enlai tried to conceal this rotten course with phraseology, with 
slogans or historical events of the past. But this course of his has 
nothing to do with the revolutionary Marxist-Leninist tactics or 
strategy, which cannot bear comparison with the events of the past. 


Two things are clear: 
1. The Chinese are afraid and are making concessions in principle. 


2. The Chinese have been frightened by the Soviet blackmail, while the 
Chinese revisionist wing, disguised behind the Cultural Revolution knows 
this is a bluff and is also aware of the unconsolidated situation within 
the country. Therefore this revisionist wing is taking advantage of the 
situation to strengthen its position in the state and the party under 
the banner of Mao, and at the same time, is assisting its Soviet revi- 
sionist friends who are in great difficulties, both within the Soviet 
Union and in the international arena. 


Chou Enlai was so irritated during his talk with Comrade Rita and defended 
his opinion with such heat (of course, because he was angry with Rita, 

and obviously with our leadership that opposed his views) that, although 
he had invited Rita to a banquet, he did not propose any toast to our 
leadership. Could this have been an oversight? I don't believe so. It 
was pressure. 


The Chou Enlai-Kosygin Meeting Has Those Same Wrong Political-Ideological 
Characteristics, and the Same Haste in Action as Chou Enlai's Lightning 
Trip to Moscow 


In another note of Thursday, September 25, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha 
stresses: 


On the part of the Chinese, the Chou Enlai-Kosygin meeting has those same 
wrong political-ideological characteristics, and the same haste in action 
as Chou Enlai’s lightning trip to Moscow after the removal of Khrushchev 
from the leadership. At that time, too, Chou Enlai expressed himself to 
our ambassador with indescribable arrogance and impatience, openly 
expressing the opinion: "The time has come for us to improve our rela- 
tions with the Soviets." 


This time, too, with that same unprecedented arrogance, Chou Enlai 
described Comrade Rita as "an extremist," and openly expressed the 
opinion, “We shall go ahead lowering the tension with the Soviets, 

and this is useful." On both the former and the latter occasions, Chou 
Enlai hid behind Mao, not forgetting to say, “We are carrying out these 
actions on orders from Comrade Mao Zedong." 
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The Chinese Are Not Talking About Soviet Revisionism 
On Tuesday, September 30, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


In Beijing, in the speeches and toasts (English in the original), neither 
Soviet revisionism nor the Brezhnev-Kosygin clique are being mentioned, 
but they are talking only about social-imperialism. Meanwhile here in 
Tirana the Chinese ambassador speaks against Soviet revisionism without 
mentioning names. These are the consequences of the Kosygin-Chou Enlai 
meeting. The stand which they are maintaining here may be considered 
“secondary,” not very important, a “local stand,” which, according to 
Chinese diplomacy, means “not annoying to the Soviets” and “satisfactory 
to the Albanians.” 


On Wednesday, October 8, 1969, dwelling on the results of Chou Enlai's 
meeting with Kosygin, Comrade Enver Hoxha in the note entitled: “For 
the Chinese the Czars of the Kremlin Have Become ‘Fine Fellows'” writes: 
Yesterday the Chinese issued a communique in which they announced that 
they are ready to begin talks with the Soviets, at the ranks of deputy- 
ministers, in Beijing. The communique stressed that “the Chinese have 
never had territorial claims on the Soviet Union.” It speaks of “talks 
on trade and other problems.” 


Chou Enlai's meeting with Kosygin, Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses, is yield- 
ing the fruits they desire. Naturally, their relations will be extended 
in the spirit of the famous “peaceful coexistence,” which caused the 

czars of the Kremlin, the renegades, to become “fine fellows” overnight, 
between evening and the following morning. As the photograph of the 
Chou-Kosygin meeting shows, the Chinese clasped Kosygin's palm, not with 
one, but with both hands, not releasing it out of their ardour and 
longing. 


Mystery Around the Sino-Soviet Talks in Beijing 
Thus is entitled the note of Sunday, November 2, 1969. 


At a lunch which the Chinese ambassador gave here in Tirana for some of 
our comrades, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, he did not say a word to them 
about how the talks, which are being held in Beijing with the Soviets, 
are going. A mystery. He merely told them in confidence that “at the 
lunch which the Chinese had put on for the Soviets, Kuznetsov and the 
others [words indistinct] everything that was on the table." What an 
ambassador. The Soviet bourgeoisie is allegedly so hungry that it waits 
for the Chinese lunch to placate its hunger. 


Can such stupidities hold? On the other hand, they support the thesis 
that “the danger of the Soviet attack on China is very threatening, 
indeed immediate." Perhaps they want with this to justify their talks 
and approaches. 
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The Chinese Have Even Dropped the Term “Social-Imperialisna” 
On Tuesday, November 4, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


When Hsie Fu-jie [name as received], member of the Political Bureau of 
the Communist Party of China, spoke at the celebration of Algeria's 
national day, he altogether omitted the term “social-imperialisn.” 
Apparently, the plot is thickening in their affairs with the Soviets. 
The celebration at Berat and the speech which Mehmet delivered there 
did not figure, even as a news item, either in the XINHUA or RENMIN 
RIBAO. This is a sign of the bad road the Chinese are taking. We must 
watch out. 


A Well-Known Tiieory 


The Chinese ambassador in Tirana, Geng Biao, reads the note of Thursday, 
November 20, 1969, allegedly brought Comrade Nesti up to date about the 
talks between the Chinese and the Soviets in Beijing. He told him: “The 
talks are not producing anything, although we want to conclude something, 
but the Soviets do not. Apart from the question of borders nothing else 
is being discussed." That was all he told him, and then he went on to 
speak for half an hour about the need for talks, and twisted the question, 
saying: “The Poles have done this, too, and Stalin acted in this way with 
Hitler in order to gain time. We, too, want to gain time, to arm our- 
selves, because the Soviets are going to attack us." The same old 
refrain. 


[l Jul 79] 


{Text} Tirana, 1 Jul (ATA)--A Chinese delegation, headed by Li Xiannian, 
came to Albania on occasion of the celebration of the 25th anniversary of 
the liberation of the homeland. During his stay in Albania, he kept 
complete silence on the talks the Chinese were conducting with the 
Khrushchevites. On Wednesday, December 3, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha 
vrites in his notes: 


Li Xiannian Did Not Hold Any Political Conversation With Our Comrades 


Li Xiannian came and will depart as dumb as a fish. He did not open up 
even the very slightest political conversation with our comrades. We 
thought he would say something in the meeting he had with me, but he 
said nothing, although I gave the conversation a political and very 
friendly turn. The same thing occurred at all the manifestations, includ- 
ing their exhibition, where, as the authoritative person he is, he could 
have spoken about the economy of China. There are two things here: 
Either he has been advised to adopt this stand, or he is afraid to speak 
because he has taken a beating in the Cultural Revolution. But if the 
latter is the case, why send us this mummy? We asked him to hold talks, 
but he refused this, too, saying: "From our side we have nothing new.” 
Seeing how things stood, we dropped the matter. 
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The Chinese Got Angry From the Opposition of the P.L.A. for Their 
Rapprochement With the Soviet Revisionists 


On Saturday, December 6, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha condemms in his notes 
the base aims of the Chinese who have sought by all manners of means to 
force the P.L.A. “to come to terms” with the Soviets. He writes that the 
Chinese attempted on two successive occasions to make us reach agreements 
with the Soviets. We opposed this rigorously. On both occasions they 
acted as they thought fit, but, in the end, returned to our course. This, 
naturally, has made some Chinese leaders angry with us because we did not 
follow them, and it wounded their pride that, as the “great leaders of a 
great party,” they had to adopt the course and opinions of a “small,” but 
“disobedient party." 


The Chinese comrades were not pleased and became so angry that Chou Enlai 
called us “sectarian,” because we did not agree on and did not approve 
of his meeting with Kosygin in Beijing, while on the other hand, we 
expressed the opinion that “talks should be held to settle the border 
question, but at a low level.” The Chinese were offended and claimed 
persistently that “this was a decision of Mao Zedong.” However, we can 
be in opposition, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, even to this decision of 


Mao Zedong. 


However, we are not making a tragedy out of this question. We, I myself, 
as well as Comrade Rita and Comrade Haki, who were in Beijing told them 
our opinion dispassionately, in a warm comradely way. They went their 
way and we went ours and ignored this problem. They stopped the polemic 
with the Soviets, but after a month of silence they came back to our 
course, and resumed the polemic. Apparently, the meeting yielded no 
results. 


For the Chinese Whoever Is Anti-Soviet, Is Fine 


In the note dated: Durres, Tuesday, July 27, 1971, Comrade Enver Hoxha 
analyses the unprincipled positions of the Chinese in their struggle 
against Soviet revisionists. 


He writes: In essence, the Chinese stand against the Soviet revisionists 
expresses pronounced great-state chauvinist views, though the Chinese 
carefully try to disguise them. They continually reemphasize, "We are 
not a great state,” "We shall not become a superpower,” "We combat the 
great-state feeling in the cadres and the people,” but the reality does 
not always show this, and when it comes to stands for which it is neces- 
sary at least to seek the opinion of others “who are smaller,” because 
this opinion is indispensable, they do not do this, and become angry when 
this “negligence” is pointed out. The Chinese comrades think that others 
ought to approve everything which they say or do, they think that every 
word and action of theirs should be considered as a treasure for Marxise- 
Leninism and be applied everywhere. 
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Hence their “anti-revisionism” towards the Khrushchevites, stresses 
Comrade Enver Hoxha, is not based on the Marxist-Leninist ideology. 
They do mot fight Soviet revisionism from principled positions. On the 
contrary, for the Chinese whoever is anti-Soviet is fine, he is lined 
up with them. You need only be anti-Soviet to have the sympathy of the 
Chinese. 


This anti-Marxist stand has now lec’ China into a blind alley, on to a 
course which, if it does not stop, leads to betrayal. Imperialism and 
modern revisionism» are aware of these anti-Marxist views of China in 
the policy which it pursues against the Soviet Union, and both of them 
are in action to exploit them to the maxinun. 


The Chinese Line Against Soviet Revisionise Is Fostered by Nationalist 
Motives 


This is the title of the note of Sunday, February 20, 1972. 


Dwelling on the article of the newspaper ZERI I POPULLIT, February 13, 1972 
entitled: "The Line of Demarcation Between Marxist-Leninists and Modern 
Revisionists Cannot Be Wiped Out,” Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


In the article referred to, we stressed certain fundamental aspects of 
our line, to which we remain loyal, both in strategy and tactics, because 
it is a matter of the defence of Marxism-Leninism and its bases. Hence, 
our party has not ceased and will never cease its struggle against world 
imperialism, and especially against U.S. imperialism, the number one 


enemy of the people. 


The other issue, just as important, which is raised in the article is 
the well-known thesis of our party, “Struggle to the end against modern 
revisionism and, especially, against Soviet revisionism.” No compromise 
with them. We must never cease the polemic with them and must help the 
genuine Marxist-Leninist forces everywhere to distinguish the truth from 
lies and to fight courageously and heroically to defend Marxism-Leninisn. 
Without fighting revisionism, one cannot fight capitalism, iaperialis= 
or social-imperialisn. 


Such is our line, a consistently revolutionary line, irreconcilable both 
with imperialism and with modern revisionisn. 


The other line is that of the Communist Party of China, which is a welli- 
known line of which we have continually made analyses. It shows sudden 
leaps, with pauses between. At present we can say that it seems to be 
against Soviet revisionism, but it is fostered by pronounced great-state 
nationalist motives, although its propaganda tries to camouflage this 
distorted orientation. The Communist Party of China does not wage a 
stern struggle on a principled Marxist-Leninist platform, in a consistent 
and continuous manner. We must seek the reason for this, of course, in 
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the vacillations in the Cninese line itself both externaliy and 
internally. The line of the Communist Party of Caina is not a stable 
Marxist-Leninist line, and the serious internal wvents which have taken 
place and are taking place continually in China prove this. 


{2 Jul 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 2 Jul (ATA)--On Wednesday, March 22, 1972, Comrade Enver 
Hoxha condemns the stand of China towards the Soviet Union during the 
period after Nixon's departure from China and when he would go to Moscow. 
The note is entitled: 


China and the Soviet Union 


As I have written several other times, Comrade Enver Hoxha points out, 
before Nixon went to China, on his arrival and during his stay in Beijing, 
as well as for days on end after he left, the Soviet revisionists launched 
a deafening anti-China campaign, the potential of which went beyond that 
of the other occasions. The Chinese were silent and are still silent 
towards this anti-Chinese propaganda of the Soviets. 


The anti-Chinese propaganda of the Soviets, with its unmasking of China 
and Mao in the eyes of the peoples and international communism, was 
intended to prove that: 


a) The Maoists reached agreement with American imperialism to divide 
their spheres of influence in the world and dominate the world as two 


imperialist powers. 


b) The Sino-American agreement is being formed on the basis of anti- 
Sovietism, of splitting and weakening the socialist camp and international 


communism. 


c) The Sino-American agreement is against the people's national libera- 
tion wars. In particular, China bitrayed the interests and the war of 
the Vietnamese people and all the peoples of Indochina. 


In general terms, these were the demagogic objectives of the Soviet 
revisionists against China throughout this whole period. The Soviets 
were beating their big drums. In this way they wanted to conceal their 
own betrayal and the real alliances which they have formed with the 
Americans against Marxism-Leninism against the peoples, in order to come 
out as defenders of the peoples of Vietnam, as “rabid” anti-Americans 
and “sticklers for principles.” The gallery was not deceived, but we 
cannot say that these slanders had no effect at all. It would be wrong 
to think so. 


After Nixon departed, China did not react against the Soviets, who 
continued their work, but with reduced intensity, this time with small 
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drums, because it was Nixon's turn to go to Moscow, which has to ensure 
that the echo of the drums, which they had been beating loudly, should 
be forgotten. As long as the “enemy,” who is your friend, was in some- 
one else's house, you left nothing unsaid against him, however now, 
this “enemy” who is your true friend, is to come to Moscow. The music 
must be changed. 


And Captain Leonidas (Brezhnev) spoke from the tribune of the Congress of 
the Soviet Trade Unions. Here we are interested in what the arch- 
revisionist said about the Chinese. This time he had put on "kid gloves” 
and softened his tone. In substance, he said: "The Soviets have wanted, 
have appealed and have worked for China and the Soviet Union, as two 
socialist countries, to collabovate closely, but China has not wanted 
this, has rejected the Soviet froposals and must bear the blame for this. 
The Soviet Union regrets this."’ Further on Captain Leonidas goes on in 
substance: "With Nixon's going there the Chinese declared that they were 
ready to collaborate with anyone on the basis of the policy of peaceful 
coexistence. Very well, then, since this is the case, since this is what 
you want, since this is what you did with the imperialist United States 
of America, we the Soviets propose to you that we cooperate on this basis, 
and, in the final analysis, we are ready to sign an agreement of friend- 
ship and non-aggression on this basis," etc. 


Now it is up to China to reply. Immediately after Brezhnev's speech, 
Ilich arrived in Beijing. Certainly, the guest is carrying the proposals 
in his pocket. 


What will China do? Without doubt it will swim in these waters, but we 
shall see with what sort of stroke and at how many kilometers per hour. 


Comrade Enver Hoxha writes further on about the vacillations to the right 
of the Chinese in their stand towards the Soviet revisionists. On Monday, 
May 29, 1972, in the note entitled: 


The Soviet-American Talks in Moscow and China's Stand 


He writes: When Nixon was to go and did go to China, the Soviets poured 
out every kind of abuse and slander against China. A sickening scandal. 
The w..nese remained silent, did not say a word, but we note that they 
told us “in confidence": "When Nixon goes we shall give the Soviets 

the stern reply they deserve.” Nixon departed. Many months passed 
before he went to Moscow. He did all those things in Vietnam, while the 
Chinese neither wrote nor spoke against the Soviets. Again silence. 

And this heavy, suspicious, murky silence is still going on. This means 
cessation of the polemic, cessation of the ideological-political struggle. 


Why is this? Can it be that the Chinese are in secret negotiations with 
the Soviets about a policy of peaceful coexistence, as the revisionists 
understand it? Or are they in agreement with what has been signed between 
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Brezhnev and Nixon in Moscow and China aspires to join in the same dance 
on equal conditions? One ‘. forced to suspect even this. No other 
explanations can be found for this Chinese silence. 


Further on, Comrade Enver Hoxha stresses: 


Astonishing switches have been made in China, which is going through 
astonishing moments. When we fought revisionism and imperialism with 
our propaganda, the Chinese remained mute. Then they began to publish 
our articles, but said nothing themselves. Later, besides the publica- 
tion of our articles, they began to speak themselves. After this they 
stopped speaking themselves and continued with our articles, while now 
they are neither speaking themselves, nor publishing our articles. 

This shows not simply vacillations, but vacillations to the right. 


You China Are Establishing Friendship With the U.S.A. Which Up Till Now 
Has Committed Open Armed Aggressions, and You Will Establish Friendly 
Relations With the Soviet Union Tomorrow 


On Friday, September 1, 1972, analysing the stand of the Chinese towards 
U.S. imperialism and Soviet revisionism, Comrade Enver itoxha shows that 
the course they have taken will lead them to the establishment of 
friendly relations with the Soviets. 


The Chinese, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes, defend the thesis that the 
Soviet Union will attack them, because it has massed a million soldiers 
on the border with China. Anything could occur, but we defend the thesis 
that, at present the Soviet Union is afraid of world war, and will not do 
this. It is exerting pressure on China over many questions, and for the 
reason that China is demanding adjustments of the borders. The example 
which the Chinese bring up, that the Soviet Union attacked Czechoslovakia, 
does not serve to prove an attack on China at the present time. The case 
of the attack on Czechoslovakia, where not one shot was fired against the 
social-imperialist invasion, is a different matter from an attack against 
China, in which the Soviet Union bears in mind the fact that it would 
have to face a war on a world scale. 


It is clear that the Soviet modern revisionists are enemies, and that it 
is essential that preparations be made for any eventuality, but to use 
such an unreal, circumstantial eventuality to make approaches to and 
reply on another savage aggressor, is wrong. 


The example of the non-aggression pact which the Soviet Union signed with 
Hiterlite Germany, which this revisionist, the Chinese deputy-foreign 
minister, brought up as a weighty argument for us, whom they call 
Stalinists, who allegedly do not make and do not know how to make compro- 
mises, must be totally rejected. The Soviet Union's pact with Hitlerite 
Germany at that time and in those circumstances was correct. But today, 
the circumstances and the time for China, the Soviet Union and the 
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United States of America are not as they were then. You, China, are 
establishing friendship with him who up till now has committed open 
armed aggressions and will commit other aggressions tomorrow, and you 
will establish friendly relations with the Soviet Union tomorrow, you 
will quickly become friends with these two superpowers, if you judge 
these situations as it pleases you to do and not on the basis of a 
Marxist-Leninist analysis, and if you make non-principled compromises, 
decking them out in false Leninist robes, Comrade Enver Hoxha underlines 
in conclusion of this note. 


This is what Comrade Enver Hoxha was writing on September 1, 1972. The 
course of recent events shows that social-imperialist China has actively 
joined the game of the superpowers and, while it is continuing its 
course of alliance with American imperialism, now, as it has been 
reported, it is entering into talks also with the Soviet social- 
imperialists. 


[3 Jul 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 3 Jul (ATA)--The first volume of "Reflections on China" 
taken from the political diary of Comrade Enver Hoxha contains also many 
notes on the opportunist and pragmatist stand of the Chinese leadership 
towards Titoite Yugoslavia, on its approach with the Yugoslav revision- 
ists. These notes bring to the fore the correct line of the Party of 
Labour of Albania which has never reconciled itself with these stands 

of the Chinese and which has fought Yugoslav revisionism unwaveringly. 


In the note of Tuesday, July 3, 1962, entitled: 
We Shall Press On. We Shall Never Surrender 


Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: The process of the unification of modern 
revisionism and the Tito-Khrushchev complete accord are developing at 

a headlong gallop. Nothing is holding it back. The international com- 
munist movement is silent, utterly silent. 


Innumerable delegations are being exchanged between Yugoslavia and the 
Soviet Union. The Yugoslavs and the Soviets declare publicly that their 
ideological differences are quite significant and are being eliminated. 
With loud publicity, the Soviet Union is preparing to accord Yugoslavia 
credits. Brezhnev is to go to Yugoslavia, etc. Everything we have 
foreseen and predicted is being confirmed to the letter. Revisionism is 
on the up and up, we are in the minority, but we shall press on, we shall 
never surrender. Right is on our side, Marxism-Leninism is on our side, 
and we shall triumph, certainly we shall triumph. Ours is a difficult, 
unequal fight, but just and glorious. 


The opportunist stand of the Chinese towards Titoite Yugoslavia clearly 
emerges also from the admissions of Mao Zedong. In the same way as the 
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Khrushchevite revisionists, the Chinese leaders accompany their course 
of reconciliation and rapprochement with the revisionists with attacks 
against Stalin, as a means to justify this anti-Marxist course of theirs. 
The Chinese leaders, beginning with Mao Zedong, while [as received] 
where uniting and embracing with the Yugoslav, Polish, Spanish and other 
revisionists, they were missing no occasion to attack J. V. Stalin. Mao 
Zedong himself has taken under protection Tito against Stalin. 


According to Mao, Stalin "Had Made Mistakes" and the Yugoslavs Were 
“Good Marxist Men” 


In connection with this, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes among others in the 
note of Tuesday, September 15, 1964: 


Of course, the Chinese comrades must have been in agreement, in general 
terms, with Khrushchev over his actions following the death of Stalin 
even before 1957, because, when I met Comrade Mao in Beijing in 1956, 
in our presence he criticized the "incorrect" activity of Stalin, and 
especially "Stalin's actions towards Yugoslavia," because according to 
Mao, Stalin “had made mistakes" and the Yugoslavs were "good Marxist 
men,” and in order to support this “idea” it was precisely the Chinese 
who were the first and the only ones in that period to invite the Yugo- 
slavs to the congress of the Communist Party of China. 


Titoiss te « “. erful Retrogressive Current, a Part of Modern Revisionism 
in Power, Wa.ch Has Behind It a Colossal Power, Which Directs and Assists 
It, American \~perialism 


Comrade Enver Hoxha makes a detailed analysis to the Chinese stand 
towards Yugoslav revisionism also in the note of Tuesday, October 6, 
1964. After mentioning Li Kiannian's words that "Khrushchev is a major 
devil, whereas Tito is a minor devil," Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


When Khrushchev's traitor group had not yet come out openly, all of us, 
some earlier some later, some convinced and some less convinced, some in 
all seriousness and some dishonestly, said that the Titoite gang in 
Belgrade was the main revisionist enemy, and it was decided that it must 
be fought to the finish. For the reasons given above, Titoite revision- 
ism was fought, but it was also underestimated by some who combated it 
only formally, while it worked both openly and under the lap. The fact 
is that it wrought havoc, inspired, guided and organized others to follow 
it. Meanwhile, in the Soviet Union, the Khrushchevite gang emerged with 
all its own features and its own tactics and strategy. This gang called 
the Titoites "fine fellows.” Only the Party of Labour of Albania remained 
unrelenting. Khrushchev, too, became a “major devil," Tito was again 
given the title “devil,” other "devils" emerged, and all these “devils,” 
in solidarity, and organized, launched their powerful struggle against 
Marxism-Leninism on a world scale. 
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However, the resolute principled struggle of our parties, and all the 
Marxist-Leninists in the world, who work actiwely, tore the disguise 
from the modern revisionists, regardless of whether they were minor or 
major devils. Things reached the point that the revisionist leaders 

of many communist and workers’ parties had to adopt revisionist posi- 
tions openly and fight us actively. This must be considered a great 
victory achieved, a victory which must be carried further. This caused 
many communist elements to break with the revisionist leaderships, many 
were expelled from parties dominated by the revisionists, and created 
new Marxist-Leninist parties, and this process is continuing. This 
must be considered another major victory, a victory which likewise must 
be carried further. 


Our resolute struggle, the exposure of modern revisionists, the defeats 
which they have suffered and are suffering (?daily) in all fields of 
national and international activity, have led to the outburst and 
deepening of the contradictions in the ranks of the modern revisionists. 
We must consider these contradictions, which are becoming deeper, great 
victories for revolutionary Marxism-Leninism in action. 


Even in this situation our struggle against all revisionist groupings 
not only must not be toned down, but must be made more severe. Our 
tactic of concentrating our fire on the Titoite and Khrushchevite group- 
ings was correct, because these two groupings were the pillars of modern 
revisionism. But this does not mean that we forgot to touch and combat 
the other revisionist groupings. In fact, we attacked and exposed then, 
too. 


Even now, the Titoite and Khrushchevite revisionist groupings remain the 
main ones, the pillars, but in this situation others are being set up 
around them and are operating more actively. These revisionist groupings, 
which are neither new nor unknown, are displaying more forcefully, what 
you might call, their “individuality” towards a revisionist policy of 
struggle against Marxism-Leninism as savage as ever, but with tendencies 
towards new groupings with new tactics. 


We can say that the Titoite and the Khrushchevite revisionist groupings 
remain the leading ones, and the tendencies of two poles in the ranks of 
modern revisionism are appearing clearly: the Soviet pole and the 
Yugoslav-polycentrist pole. (I've explained this situation in connec- 
tion with Togliatti’s "Testament") (see: Enver Hoxha, "Speeches and 
Articles, 1963-1964," p 270, Tirana, 1977, Eng. Ed.). But the problem 

is that the Titoites are trying to strengthen the groupings under their 
direction, and their purpose in doing this is always to corrupt Marxism 
Leninism, to discredit and fight socialism, to extinguish the revolution, 
and to extend the life of capitalism (and these we must never forget). 

At the same time, they want to involve them in this struggle in order to 
speed up the process undertaken by them, and first of all, they are 
trying to speed up this process in the Soviet Union, by exerting pressure 
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and blackmail on the Khrushchevite group to relinquish some of its 
authority, to give up the idea of “the leadership of world communisn” 

by this group, to weaken the Soviet Union as a great economic and polit- 
ical power and make it a weak, bourgeois partner of American imperialisn. 
In order to achieve this aim as quickly and easily as possible (and this 
is not so easy for the Titoites and the polycentrists, because the 
Khrushchevite group, too, is putting up a struggle and is trying to 
escape from this grip), the Titoites and their allies are even using 
our struggle to put pressure on Khrushchev, that is, they are threaten- 
ing him also with the great danger from the Chinese. The Titoites and 
their present close allies are not pursuing a stupid policy but are 
varying it with more or less anti-Khrushchevite variants so that it can 
serve, at the same time, to catch fools in the net. 


Khrushchev and Tito are in solidarity to the end in their strategic aims. 
They may have different tactics, they may have disagreements, and these 
will be even greater in the future, but their tactics will never be 
compatible with ours. 


It would be a mistake to think and say that since “the Titoites and 
their temporary allies have contradictions with Khrushchev, these con- 
tradictions assist Marxism-Leninism,” and from this to go on to the 
mistaken idea that “the Titoites are unimportant devils." 


Tito is just as dangerous as Khrushchev, if not more so, therefore, both 
must be fought with the greatest severity. Tito inspired Khrushchev, who 
now has entered a new phase. This new phase is: Khrushchev has been 
exposed as a revisionist, has set out on the road of betrayal and will 
never turn back. Now Tito is facing the task: Socialism must be com- 
pletely destroyed in the Soviet Union, Khrushchev must go on following 
the baton of imperialists and be left without a feather to fly with in 
the process. 


In order to carry out this plan, Tito is grouping and consolidating his 
forces for the following objectives: to fight socialism, Marxise- 
Leninism, our countries and parties, the Soviet people and Soviet 
Marxist-Leninists. We must exploit the revisionist contradictions, 
because they speak of the weakness in their ranks, but it is a great 
mistake to underestimate the role of the Titoites in the ranks of the 
revisionists and to underrate their plan which might look “lovely,” 
because it appears to be against Khrushchev. 


"Tito's struggle against Khrushchev" cannot be inspired by the same aims 
as those which guide our struggle against the Khrushchev group. Tito's 
struggle is the struggle of one traitor against another traitor for 
domination and leadership, it is the struggle of two anti-Soviet traitor 
groupings against the peoples of the Soviet Union, and the Soviet 
Marxist-Leninists, of whom both these traitors are afraid. 
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Our struggle, however, is inspired by the defence of Marxism-Leninisn, 
as well as by the defence of the Soviet people and the victories of the 
Great October Revolution in the Soviet Union, by the stand of inter- 
nationalist solidarity with the Soviet Marxist-Leninists in the struggle 
against modern revisionism. 


Therefore, the aims of Tito's plan should not be underrated, but it would 
be an especially tragic mistake to proceed from the idea that in crder 

to inflict “the maximum defeats" on the Khrushchev group we should 
deviate from our principled struggle against the latter, by falling into 
nationalist deviations, border claims, and other things of this sort 
which have nothing Marxist about them. Moreover, the modern revisionists 
are making such efforts to divert our principled struggle in order to 
provide weapons for the Khrushchevites, the Titoites and other groupings, 
and to make the Soviet people and the Soviet Marxists lose the perspective 
of their struggle so that they should not rise and organize resistance. 
Apart from this aim, the Titoites and other revisionist groups want to 
use these deviations to put even more pressure on Khrushchev to make 
concessions and submit to imperialisna. 


Therefore, the Chinese comrades ought to stop this course of “territorial 
claims" and raising “historical issues” immediately, because these lead 
to colossal mistakes which are irreparable, or can be put right only with 
great losses. 


Hence, the Chinese pretention that the road of claims “does not help 
Khrushchev but fights him," is without foundation. The claim that Tito 
is the “minor devil" is also without foundation, indeed it is based on 

a very wrong calculation on the part of the Chinese, a calculation which 
is not only mistaken but is to be condemned, because it can lead to very 
serious errors. 


Khrushchev is not an isolated person. Khrushchevism represents a power- 
ful retrogressive current, a considerable part of modern revisionism in 
power. Therefore, it must be fought with all our strength, uncompro- 
misingly, without hesitation. We must take advantage of every weakness, 
every defeat, and every difficulty of the Khrushchev group, which we and 
its other opponents create for it in ideology. We must take advantage 
of the defeats which the imperialists inflict on it. This is one thing. 
But while fighting the Khrushchev group we are not permitted to forget 
or underrate the role of other revisionists and weaken our vigilance and 
struggle against them. 


Tito is not an isolated person, or an unimportant and “minor devil,” as 
the Chinese say. Titoism is a powerful retrogressive current, a part of 
modern revisionism in power, which has behind it a colossal power, which 
directs and assists it, American imperialism. Apart from this, 
Khrushchevism rehabilitated it, strengthened it, has (though unwillingly) 
made it a powerful ideological aad political partner which is now causing 
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the Khrushchevites some problems. What sort of problems? It is not only 
the Khrushchevites, but also the Titoites, who are dictating the law in 
the revisionist ranks. 


To Underrate Titoism, Means To Underrate the Voice of American Imperialism 


In these conditions, is it possible to underrate Titoism? That would be 
madness, to say the least of it, because to underrate Titoism, which 
speaks through the mouth of Titoism in the ranks of international com- 
munism, means to underrate the sabotage, the undermining of the socialist 
camp by American imperialism through the direct action of its effective 
agency bought with dollars, Titoism. To underrate Titoism is betrayal, 
deviation from the principled struggle, and weakening of our struggle. 
That we should underrate and ignore Titoism, while it goes on with its 
work, this is what Titoism wants. Tito also wants us to direct all our 
attention to Khrushchev, because this interests him for the tactical 
aims of imperialism which he serves. Therefore Titoism must be fought 
with all our strength, without compromise or hesitation. 


[4 Jul 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 4 Jul (ATA)--Further on, in his notes Comrade Enver Hoxha 
sternly condemns the Chinese “advices” and pressures to force the Party 
of Labour of Albania to take the treacherous road of reconciliation and 
unprincipled and dangerous alliances with the Yugoslav and other revi- 
sionists. On Tuesday, October 15, 1968, in the note entitled: 


Chou Enlai's Incorrect Views on Revisionism 


Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: Speaking with Beqir Balluku bout the inter- 
national situation, and especially the situation created in the Balkans 
after the invasion of Czechoslovakia, Chou Enlai proposed that we should 
enter into negotiations with the Titoites and sign a treaty of friendship 
and mutual aid with then. 


How did these Chinese comrades come to think so wrongly and to follow the 
course of Liu, who preached that “in order to fight American imperialism 
we must unite with the modern revisionists"? 


How did these Chinese comrades come to think that in order to fight the 
Soviet revisionists we can unite even with Tito, an inveterate open agent 
of the American imperialists, a rabid enemy of Marxism-Leninism, simply 
because at a given moment, he has temporary contradictions with his 
ideologicai friends, the Soviet revisionists? 


No, Chou Enlai who expresses these opinions, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, 
is not on a principled course. The treacherous revisionist line of Liu 
Shaoji is being kept alive by Chou Enlai, who has not purged his brain 
and his heart. I say he has not purged himself, because Chou Enlai is a 
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clever man, his stand cannot be the reflection of an immature idea, or 
one he has taken without his having gone into it thoroughly. If the 
other Chinese comrades have approved this stand, too, they have made a 
grave mistake. 


But why should they come to make such a mistake? 


First, there is ideological unclarity among the Chinese comrades. They 
are not very clear on what modern revisionism, both Titoite and 
Khrushchevite revisionism, is and where its great danger lies. As to 
Chou, he is the primary and main one who is unclear on this, because 

he is acting very wrongly in these matters. 


Second, on Tito and Titoism they still have the view that, “Tito was not 
wrong, but Stalin was wrong about him.” And when circumstances bring 
about that Tito has contradictions with the Soviets, the Chinese com- 
rades soften towards him, their old opinion of Tito and against Stalin 
predominates and leads them to the wrong opportunist course. (Here the 
line of Liu Shaoji of alliance with the revisionists emerges, but 

this time not against the Americans, because Tito is their agent, but 
only against the Soviets.) 


Third, from these and other facts it turns out that the Chinese comrades 
do not base their struggle against the Khrushchevite revisionists fully 
on Marxist-Leninist principles and do not fight them at any time and in 
every field, consistently, from this basis, but in their struggle, have 
certain tendencies to chauvinism, territorial claims against the Soviet 
Union, and ill-founded judgements about the alleged mistakes of Stalin 
in the international communist movement. As a result of these mistakes 
the Chinese comrades do not analyse the problems and events correctly, 
and do not take correct decisions on a number of capital problems. 


Fourth, for the Chinese comrades, whoever appears to be against the 
Soviets is their possible ally, regardless of who the pseudo-ally, even 
a temporary one, is. Such a strategic and tactical line, which is not 
guided by the Marxist-Leninist principles, is to be condemned. 


What are they proposing to us in fact? To reconcile ourselves to Titoisnm, 
to embrace the most ferocious enemy of Marxism-Leninism, socialism and 
communism, the most ferocious enemy of our Marxist-Leninist party and 

our socialist homeland, to embrace Tito, to reconcile ourselves to this 
person who, for twenty-five years on end, has striven with all his might 
to oppress, destroy, and enslave our homeland, and make it the 7th repub- 
lic of Yugoslavia. Hence, Chou Enlai is telling us to betray everything 
sacred to us, our glorious war, our people and Marxism-Leninisna. 


To advise a sister party and a fraternal state to enter into such alli- 
ance with Titoism, because, at the present juncture, the latter has some 
disagreements with the Soviets, which might easily be smoothed over 
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tomorrow, or to hope that Titoism might be a “Trojan Horse” to help 
penetrate the "Third World,” all this is the strategy and tactics of 


a bourgeois policy. 


Of course, socialist Albania, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, can never 
allow anybody to think he can use it as a pawn. Albania is sincere, 
loves its friends and remains loyal to them on the Marxist-Leninist 
road. 


In the note of Thursday, October 24, 1968, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes 
about the identical opinions of the Yugoslav and Chinese leaderships 
concerning the Yugoslav-Albania “defensive alliar: “ The note is 
entitled: 


Chou Enlei's Proposal of a Yugoslav-Albanian “Defensive Alliance” 


According to reliable facts which we have, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, 
it emerges that at a time when the situation between Yugoslavia and the 
Soviet Union and the situation between the Soviet Union and Albania were 
becoming acute (September-October 1968), the top Yugoslav leadership 
discussed the possibility of concluding a Yugoslav-Albanian defensive 
alliance. It was said that this proposal should come from the Yugoslav 
side. However, after much discussion and being convinced that it would 
be rejected by the Albanian side, this matter was left unmentioned. 


The astonishing thing is that this idea of the Yugoslavs coincides with 
the proposal of Chou Enlai. It is certain that the Yugoslavs must at 
least have suggested it to the Chinese, if they have not discussed it 
together, in secret. 


Even the latter is possible, because the proposal Chou Enlai referred to 
was accompanied with his opposition to the strategic and tactical prin- 
ciples of our defence. Such a thing became clear to us, because Chou 
did not display readiness to supply us with heavy weapons, he suggested 
to us that at the very first attack of the enemy we should give way to 
it and take to the mountains to wage partisan war, he suggested to us 
that we should cooperate with Tito, and finally, in order to intimidate 
us, he capped it all by saying: “Following the presidential elections 
in the United States of America, by spring or summer of 1969, you may 

be in danger." 


In other words Chou Enlai said to us: Hurry up, link up with Tito, form 
a unity and alliance with him, for that is your road to salvation. 


The Chinese Become Advocates of Tito 
In another note of Saturday, October 18, 1969, Comrade Enver Hoxha points 


out: At a dinner which the Chinese ambassador and his counsellor gave 
for some workers at our press and radio on the inauguration of the XINHUA 
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building in Tirana, they told them, “The question that Tito is an agent 
of imperialism is not a contemporary issue,” while a personality of the 
Foreign Ministry had told Haki, in Beijing, “Tito was a victim,” of whom, 
is self-evident. Our comrades gave them the proper reply, but these 
tendencies of the Chinese comrades are strange. We must be vigilant. 


Later We May Even See a “Chinese Alliance With Tito” 


Evaluating the facts and events, in his notes Comrade Enver Hoxha writes 
about the ever closer rapprochement of the Chinese with the Yugoslav 
revisionists. Relying on the facts and events, in the note dated: 
Durres, Friday, July 24, 1970, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes among others: 
Later we may even see a “Chinese alliance with Tito.” Anything is possi- 
ble when you plunge into dirty revisionist waters. The smiles of Tito 
and the Yugoslavs in our direction are not without ulterior motives. 


{5 Jul 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 5 Jul (ATA)--Tito Is Playing His “Pro-Chinese” Card 
Skillfully 


Under this title appears the note dated: Durres, July 26, 1970. Comrade 
Enver Hoxha writes: The revisionists are crowing: "We are improving 
relations with China, steadily eliminating our disagreements, and this 

is necessary because we have a common enemy--imperialism, and must put 
aside what divides us and pursue what unites us." The Hungarians and 
likewise the East Germans and the Czechs are speaking in these terms. 


Of course, the exchange of new ambassadors between China and the Soviet 
Union, Yugoslavia, Hungary and Poland, and tomorrow Bulgaria, East 
Germany and Czechoslovakia, opens the way to these “perspectives.” 


Tito, continues Comrade Enver Hoxha in this note, is playing his “pro- 
Chinese” and "anti-Soviet" card skillfully, in other words his old game 
of undermining communism, of undermining the Soviet revisionist empire 
and strengthening the so-called “third grouping"--the grouping with 
American imperialism. 


The Chinese comrades are guiding themselves by the illusions they nurture 
about the anti-Sovietism of all these revisionists, which brings no 
ideological or political benefit to our great cause.... The blandishments 
of anti-Marxists must not be trusted, their promises and lies must not be 
believed. 


On the Idea of Yugoslavia-Romania-Albania Alliance 
As to the idea for the creation of the Yugoslavia-Romania-Albania alli- 


ance, in the note of Friday, September 11, 1970, Comrade Enver Hoxha 
writes: 
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The Titoites are working in the direction of this alliance, too. Rebicic, 
writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, told the Chinese ambassador in Belgrade, who 
passed it on to us: “We Yugoslavs have made major mistakes about Albania, 
we have wanted to bring down the regime by any means, but we were insti- 
gated by the Soviets (Stalin), while now we shall try to improve our 
relations,” etc. What a “self-criticissa." It is a self-criticisa 
intended especially for the Chinese to make them think that “the Titoites 
are fine fellows,” that "Stalin is to blame.” 


The Titoite Foreign Minister Is Welcomed to China 


In the note of Saturday, July 12, 1971, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes about 
the warm reception extended to the Titoite foreign minister in China: 


Tepavac is visiting China on the invitation of the Chinese Government, 
writes Comrade Enver Hoxha. He was welcomed at Shanghai airport by 
crowds, flags and the main authorities of the city. At Beijing airport, 
the welcome was warmer. Over five thousand people had turned out with 
flowers, flags and gongs. Li Xiannian, with his usual suite, was there 
to meet hin. 


The Yugoslav was pleased with the welcome. The Titoite press is saying 
this. The Chinese are very pleased, too. Li Xiannian expressed this in 
his speech at the banquet he put on. The articles in RENMIN RIBAO, which, 
for several days has devoted up to a whole page to this problem, also say 
this. 


So far they have not said a single word to our ambassador in Beijing. 
we are judging simply from the speeches of Li Xiannian and Tepavac. 


Li Xiannian addressed the Yugoslav in a very warm, very friendly tone, 
did not mention party or ideological questions, or questions on which 
they are not “in agreement,” as far as I could see, he did not say that 
socialism is being built in Yugoslavia, but he implied such a thing, 
while he spoke about everything elee and concluded his speech by propos- 
ing a toast to the health of Tito. Li Xiannian lauded the Yugoslav 
revisionists in an extravagant way, but at the same time, with servility 
(with the obvious aim of rapprochement and conciliation). 


Apart from his high assessment of the heroism of the peoples of Yugoslavia 
during the Second World War, a thing which is real and proper to say, Li 
Xiannian (without mentioning names) also eulogized the current struggle 
which the Yugoslavs are allegedly waging against imperialien...their 
struggle and resistance against a great power, which in recent times(?) 
has been interfering in the affairs of Yugoslavia. (The “great power” 
means the present-day Soviet Union, but it could also mean it in the 

time of Stalin.) 
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Li Xiannian praised Tite's policy “in the Third World,” and the great role 
of the Yugoslav Titoites in this direction. He expressed thanks for the 
continual aid which Yugoslavia has given China in the United Nations 
Organization, pointing out the “correct” stands of the Titoites towards 
Vietnam, Cambodia, the Arab countries, and so many other words like 

these, and concluded by saying that they would collaborate, would 

coexist, would help each other, and so many fine and beautiful words, 

as if nothing at all had occurred between Marxist-Leninists and the 
Titoites. 


Meanwhile Tepavac’s speech was full of nuances, delivered with confidence 
in what he said, a diplomat's speech, warm, and at the same time, cold 
like the blood of the snake. The Titoite put forward his line, carefully 
dotting the i's. He said the usual things praising the Chinese (the Long 
March, Chinese patience), but did not fail to say, “We do not know each 
other well,” "We Yugoslavs are not against great powers, but against 
their dictate,” “We look with concern at the situation in the wor’ ,” 

“We are building socialism in Yugoslavia,” “We are for European ¢ +c: ity,” 
a thing which Li Xiannian approved in his speech, etc., etc. There sas 
me. lack of proposals for friendly collaboration in all fields, ai: he 
Titoite finished off his “bouquet” with toasts, amongst which fou ere 
individual toasts: one for Mao, one for Lin Piao, one for Chow Eniai, 
and finally one for Li Xiannian (the four people who run China). 
Assuredly, the Chinese were very flattered. 


Later, Tepavac made some visits here and there, to some factory, to the 
Great Wall, to the Ming Tombs, and ate with chopsticks according to the 
traditional Chinese custom. The Chinese publicized all this. Finally, 
Chow Enlai received him at a warmly [as received) audience. As to what 
was said, what was discussed, nothing has come out. They are telling 
our ambassador nothing. We, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, shall be 
witnesses of such an abnormal development for China. The forms cannot 
conceal the content for long. 


The Ties of China With Titoite Yugoslavia Are on Anti-Marxist Foundations 


Speaking about the character of the ties of China with Yugoslavia, Comrade 
Laver Hoxha in the note dated: Durres, Tuesday, July 27, 1971, writes 
among others: 


China's links with Titoite Yugoslavia are on anti-Marxist foundations. 
The Chinese have never been convinced that Tito is a renegade from 
Marxiem-Leniniss. The Communist Party of China found iteelf beside us 

in the struggle against Titoiem for reasons of expediency, since it 

could do nothing else, just as even today, also for expediency, it is 
uneble to declare itself in solidarity with the League of “Communists” 

of Yugoslavia. For the time being, it is dangerous for it to declare 
that socialism is being built in Yugoslavia is a Marxist party. [sentence 
as received) But this could come about tomorrow. 
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(This forecast of Comrade Enver Hoxha, too, was confirmed by time. Suffice 
it to mention among others Hua Guofeng's visit to Yugoslavia. In the 
banquet put on by Tito in August 1978, in honour of the guest, Hua Guofeng 
said among others in his speech: 


("Proceeding from the scientific theory of Marxism and Yugoslavia's 
specific conditions, the League of Communists of Yugoslavia has established 
and developed the socialist system of self-management." He sang praises 
to the “bigger strides along the socialist road” of Yugoslavia. 


(Facts go to show that not only this, but Hua Guofeng, right after his 
return from Yugoslavia, gave instructions to introduce China onto the 
road of “self-management,” stating that “it is necessary to learn from 
the Yugoslav experience.” 


(Now, this Yugoslav “experience” is rapidly being put into practice. 


(This is the way the “acts speak about the road China has followed and 
its stand towards Titoite Yugoslavia.) 


In the above-mentioned note, Comrade Enver Hoxha continues further on: 
Apart from their common anti-Soviet aim, the relations of China with Tito 
have a further aim. The Chinese have a special, though unadmitted, 
admiration for the universal policy of Tito in the “Third World,” for 

the “prestige” of this politician paid by the Americans, for his 
“mastery” in ardently serving the Americans, and on the other hand, 
abusing them in order to disguise himself. The Chinese want to benefit 
to the maximum from all these “positive” aspects of Tito, and as quickly 
as possible, because they have lost a great deal of time. 


While in the note of Thursday, October 28, 1971, speaking about the aims 
of China to become the leader of the “Third World,” Comrade Enver Hoxha 
writes: ...China will take the “third position,” the position of the 
“Third World,” the world that Tito calls by another name, the “non- 
aligned world,” of which he wants to be the leader. China will try to 
balance the American-Soviet power in new spheres of influence which must 
be wrested from the two of them, but unfortunately, not to the advantage 
of the revolution. 


[6 Jul 79) 


[Text] Tirana, 6 Jul (ATA)--The first volume of Comrade Enver Hoxha's 
book “Reflections on China” drawn from nis political diary, contains 
many notes which speak of the Chinese policy of conciliation and compro- 
mises with American imperialisn and the exposure the Party of Labour of 
Albania has made to this policy. 


In this volume, we find the “first signal" for rapprochement with American 
imperialism in the note of Tuesday, August 18, 1964, which speaks of the 
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efforts of the Chinese leadership to justify the Romanian stand about 
the receiving of credits from the U.S.A. The note stresses that: ...The 
Chinese hold that <redits from the United States of America can be 
accepted, and believe that socialism can be assisted by imperialisn. 

The Chinese are right off the beam here. We will never agree with these 
opportunist views of the Chinese comrades. What becomes of the theses 
that “socialism sist be built on the basis of self-reliance," when, 
according to them, you can accept credits even from the United States 

of America? 


In continuation of his notes, Comrade Enver Hoxha mentions other facts 
testifying te the course of the Chinese leadership towards the rapproche- 
ment and cenciliation with American imperialism. 


In the note of Tuesday, January 6, 1970, entitled: "No Smoke Without 
Fire,” Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: The Chinese comrades in Beijing told 
our comrades, "Now some of our ships will come to Albania from the 
northern ports of China, via the Taiwan Straits." Our comrades said: 
"But how? The American 7th Fleet and the Chiang Kai-shek navy are 
patrolling there, is there no danger of incidents?" But the Chinese 
comrades replied: "We must follow the teachings of Mao and not fear 
the imperialists,” etc. It seems that the meetings of the Chinese 
and American ambassadors in Warsaw have yielded some first result. 
There is no smoke without fire. One night the Japanese News Agency 
went further, saying, “The Americar 7th Fleet no longer patrols the 
Taiwan waters." 


"Sino-American Talks at Ambassadorial Level" is the title of another note 
of Wednesday, January 7, 1970. The Chinese comrades, writes Comrade 
Enver Hoxha, have commenced the "talks" in Warsaw at ambassadorial level 
with the United States of America, which they had suspended long ago 
during the Cultural Revolution. The meetings are no longer being held 

in the Polish building, that is, they are not subject to Polish control 
and bugging, at least in principle, but are being held in the embassies 
of China and the United States of America respectively. 


This naturally is greatly intriguing the Soviet revisionists, who do not 
look kindly on these talks, indeed they are afraid of them. They hastily 
dispatched Kuznetsov to Beijing. The three states are manoeuvering to 
intrigue. 


The policy of rapprochement with American imperialism began to become 

more obvious during the visit of the American table-tennis team to China. 
In the note of Thursday, April 15, 1971, entitled: "The Ping-Pong Policy" 
Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: As Chou Enlai said two days ago, China “has 
turned a new page” in its relations with the United States of America. 

It commenced this policy with its invitation to the American table-tennis 
team which met the Chinese team in Japan. 
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The American table-tennis players, together with four or five newspaper 
and film reporters, were invited to Beijing. They went and received a 
“fine warm welcome." Indeed the French news agency AFP even made a com- 
parison, saying that the reception was warmer than one that could have 
been given to a team from Albania, which has been and is the most loyal 
friend of China... The fact is that this event has the importance not 
of a normal sports activity, but of a new political event. 


The question of the table-tennis team is a pretext for fresh steps 
towards advances which the presidents of the United States of America 
have made in the direction of China from time to time. 


The American table-tennis players were even received by Chou Enlai, a 
thing which must be considered an important political gesture towards 
the United States of America. Chou Enlai not only welcomed them with 
the traditional “warmth,” without engaging in polemics, but he told 
them that China desires to develop friendly relations with the American 


people. 


Nixon, on his part, was, one might say, quick and eager to respond to 
Chou Enlai. He declared that he is lifting the embargo on many non- 
strategic goods for China and is ready to develop trade, etc. At the 
same time, according to news agencies, the United States of America 
withdrew its oil prospecting teams from the China Sea. 


Thus, as can be seen, the ice is being broken. There is more to this 
than meets the eye. 


In the note of Tuesday, June 8, 1971, Comrade Enver Hoxha mentions 
another fact: 


The Chinese have told us that they have decided to allow American sena- 
tors, businessmen, journalists, sociologists, etc., into China. The 
Soviets began in this way, too. 


Let us hope nothing comes of it... 


In the note dated: Durres, Saturday, July 24, 1971, Comrade Enver Hoxha 
condemns the action of the Chinese about Nixon's visit to China. The 
note is entitled: "The Welcoming of Nixon to China Is < ‘ajor Opportunist 
Mistake." 


Nixon is to go to Beijing. We are not in agreement, therefore I think we 
should write the Chinese a letter. These are what should be the main 
theses: 


Thanks for the information which Comrade Chou Enlai gave our ambassador 
in Beijing, who came specially to Tirana and reported to us what had been 
commnicated to him (possibly, in the introduction a very concise summary 
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should be made, using the authentic expressions of Chou, of those prob- 
lems which we are going to raise, or contest, but all this must have a 
logical order. With this we tell the Chinese comrades that our reply 

is based on Chou's information). Speaking about the other main theses 

of this letter, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: When it comes to the matter 
of alteration of a tactic, let alone of the strategy, towards American 
imperialism, we think that consultations are necessary between close 
friends in order to weigh up both the minuses and the pluses of the step 
which is to be taken, when this step has a major international effect and 
repercussions. 


To receive President Nixon and talk with him, without having diplomatic 
relations with the United States of America, but on the contrary, having 
a state of hostility between the two states, and above all, knowing that 
he is the number one enemy of the peoples, is not correct and will not 
be accepted by the peoples, the revolutionaries and the genuine com- 
munists. We are among these who do not accept this decision and will not 
support it. We must not forget that the touchstone and that which 
distinguishes us from the enemies is the stern and uncompromising, blow 
for blow struggle, in the first place, with American imperialism and 

with Soviet social-imperialisn. 


It seems to us that the continuation of talks with the Americans about 
problems which are important to the People's Republic of China and about 
world problems, has importance in certain given conditions and precisely: 
when they are in the interest of China and the cause of the revolution 

in general, when these talks are held in conditions at least of equality, 
especially for China, when the United States of America has recognized 
the government of the People’s Republic of China as the only lawful 
government of the Chinese people, when it has withdrawn its troops from 
Taiwan, etc., and when the interests of the peoples, the revolution and 
Marxism-Leninism are not infringed by these talks. In these conditions 
we are not against talks and understand that in order to reach this 
point, the talks may be upgraded, naturally, with great care. But we 

are not in agreement that such upgrading should go from "contacts without 
any value” in one leap to the meeting of top personalities of the two 
states, China and the United States of America, because Nixon has 
allegedly expressed the desire many times... In our opinion, this can 

no longer be called “a simple upgrading of talks" but a very complicated 
upgrading, with consequences. 


We have not heard anything about "Nixon's ardent desire, for three years 
on end, to come to China,” but we take your word for it. The desires 

of this fascist president to go to Chima can be understood, they are 

the desires of an aggressor, a murderer of peoples, an enemy of com- 
munism, of socialism, especially of China, who has occupied Taiwan and 
hatched up plots together with the Soviet revisionists against China. 

He is especially an enemy of Albania, which the United States of America 
has never wanted to recognize as a people's democratic government and 
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against which has hatched up a thousand plots with the Titoites, the 
Creek monarcho-fascists, the Italian neofascists, and the Soviet revi- 
sionist social-imperialists. 


It is said that “the Warsaw talks were open and known to the whole 
world.” It might have been so for the whole world, but not for us, for 
Albania, the loyal ally of China, which has never been informed about 
these talks at any time, except now. 


Likewise, we are hearing now, for the first time, that at Warsaw China 
had agreed that the United States of America should send special top 
level functionaries to China to prepare for the coming of the president, 
at a time when the war and the American attacks were continuing 
furiously, one after the other, on the peoples of Indochina. We con- 
sider this very wrong in principle, strategy and tactics. 


We think that the visit of the table-tennis team is no accident. The 
visit of the table-tennis team was not for the purpose of establishing 
“links with the American people” but, on the contrary, was a pretext 
to re-establish the broken-off relations and to put into practice the 
agreements reached. 


The considerations and conclusions about the situation in the United 
States of America have been absolutized and treated unrealistically, 
with the intention that they should serve to explain the political step 
which is being taken: "The American people do not like the war,” “The 
people are holding demonstrations,” "There is fighting in the streets, 
and four students have been killed," “Decorations are being thrown into 
the park around the White House,” “The American people are not against 
the regime, but against Nixon.” And this Nixon whom the American people 
“hate,” is summoned to Beijing. 


Our assessment is that, the revolution is mounting, the peoples are 
struggling for freedom, American imperialism is being weakened, and not 
it alone, but the whole capitalist system, is experiencing a grave crisis, 
and this is taking place outside their control, regardless of their 
predatory and blood-thirsty wars. However, the tableau which Comrade 
Chou Enlai presents to us, citing a series of completely true facts, 
cannot confirm the conclusion that “American imperialism is utterly 
exhausted and only a puff of wind is needed to bring it down,” even 
though he quotes Nixon himself to us. 


We must neither overrate nor underrate the enemy. It is true that in the 
United States of America there are protests and demonstrations against 
the war in Vietnam, but these are still sporadic and we cannot say that 
“the United States of America is experiencing a great revolutionary 
storm.” We are convinced that time will certainly come, but this 
requires a great deal of work, a major struggle. We must not create 
illusions. 
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The line of our party will remain unaltered. 


As a conclusion, the Chinese have made a major opportunist mistake, have 
shown themselves to be rightists and their action is revisionist and to 
be condemned. In no way should they have agreed that Nixon should go to 
Beijing. With this political act they confuse the world revolutionary 
movement and damp down the revolutionary impetus, extinguish this impetus 
and assist in the incitement of the worst pacifist sentiments. 


The Modern Revisionists Are Highly Pleased and Imperialism and World 
Capitalism Benefit From This Action of China 


The modern revisionists are highly pleased by what China has done, 
because this action brings grist to their mill. They will exploit this 
thing to the maximum, and with great demagogy will erode that positive 
capital that China had built up. They will manoeuvre to make China sink 
more deeply into the mire of revisionism and into friendship with the 
Americans, and will raise the anti-~Sovietism of the great Chinese state 
to a theory. 


Imperialism and world capitalism benefit from this action of China. With 
what it has dome China has helped the fascist Nixon, given him great 
possibilities of triumphing again in the presidential elections, has 
brought about that he can pose as a "president of peace, a great presi- 
dent.” With this Nixon gains the role of “arbiter” between the Soviet 
Union and the People's Republic of China. Both of them allegedly seek 
the friendship of the American people, but settle things and reach 
agreements with the presidents. The two sides pretend that by reaching 
agreement with the presidents they are making contact with the American 
people and “in this way, are rocking the throne of American imperialisa." 
All this means to throw dust in the eyes of the public, because there is 
no need for Nixon or any other president to xo to Beijing so that the 
Aserican people will be influenced by China. Struggle and ideas recog- 
nize no borders. 


It is true that the “throne” of American imperialism “must be shaken 
within,” but it is equally true, if not more so, that it must be shaken 
and overthrown outside, too. The power of American imperialism is based 
not only within the United States of America, but also abroad, and its 
weakest point is abroad. American imperialism is exploiting the peoples 
of the world and supports this exploitation with force, with armies, 

with bases, with plots, which it is not reducing, as Chou says, but on 
the contrary, will increase them. This is where it should be hit hardest. 
We must not weaken this front in any way. If the United States of America 
loses here, its empire is finished, like that of Britain, and only then 
can we envisage grave crises within the United States of America. 








[7 Jul 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 7 Jul (ATA)--In the note dated: Durres, Monday, July 26, 
1971, Comrade Enver Hoxha sternly condemms the Chinese policy of con- 
ciliation and compromises with American imperialism, as a policy which 
has om its foundations an anti-Marxist and anti-revolutionary line. He 
also condemns the undignified methods of the secret diplomacy of the 
Chinese leadership. This note appears under the title: "Glaring 
Revisionisa.” 


The Sino-American honeymoon, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, has begun. The 
match-makers have finally had their penultimate meeting to prepare the 
great wedding, the Mao-Nixon meeting. 


"The long and cordial talks amongst the old friends," Mao Zedong, Chou 
Enlai and Edgar Snow, ended with success like the arias at the start of 
“Madam Butterfly." Nixon learned their content (because that was the aim 
for which they were held), American reaction learned of it, Wall Street 
learned of it, without doubt the allies of the United States of America, 
and in the first place, the Soviets certainly learned of it, but the 
Chinese have kept it and are still keeping it a secret from the 
Albanians, “the loyal allies of China.” 


We ask a simple question: Why? What secrets are there in these talks 
that we must not become acquainted with their content? The answer is 
simple: The talks have not been heid on the Marxist-Leninist line, 
therefore the Chinese comrades are afraid to make them known to us. 


Secret Diplomacy With the Heads of American Imperialism 


To talk to an envoy of American imperialism, who poses as a friend of 
China, to be certain that what you tell him he will rush off to carry 
“fresh” to the heads of imperialism--and the talks were held precisely 
for this, and on the other hand, to fail to inform your own friend and 
ally, Albania, first of all, and then the whole of world opinion, this 
is perfidy, this is glaring revisionism, this is not “people's 
diplomacy," as the Chinese claim, but is secret diplomacy with the heads 
of American imperialisa. 


Khrushchev did many base things, openly and under cover, but he publi- 
cized his meetings. The meeting of Chou Enlai with Kissinger had to 
take the course it did, because this is how it began, in great secrecy, 
but when it ended “with success” and the world was given the "glad 
tidings,” the Chinese had no way to hide it from us. 


Irrespective of the great shame, which they never felt, because secret 
negotiations have been going on for a long time, irrespective that only 
when it became a fait accompli they told us of it, the information of 
Chou Enlai which was given to us shows their revisionist opportunist 
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line, shows their lack of logic and argument, shows their desire for 
rapprochement with the Americans, and their lame attempts to conceal 
this desire. This information brings up weak arguments in order to 
forestall correct principled criticisms which will be made and, 
finally, all their arguments are based on an incorrect, very weak 
political analysis, supported with false reasoning to justify this 
shitty thing they did. 


Let us take the question of the famous “Analysis of the International 
Situation” which Chou makes. His trust in the United States of America 
is quite obvious here. He has faith in reasons which do not hold water, 
which are pacifist, revisionist, anti-revolutionary and anti-Marxist, 
believes that the American armies and bases will be withdrawn from 
Indochina, from the Far East in general, from Taiwan. According to 
Chow's exposition, it turns out that Japanese militarism is becoming 

a threat and will seek expansion, therefore Chow asked the United States 
of America not to permit such a thing, and it “accepted” this request. 
It emerges from the talks that an “alliance of friendship” between China 
and the United States of America is being sought in order to restrain 
Japan which is becoming dangerous. But there is also the question of 
the Soviet Union. What was said about it? According to Chou, the 
Chinese said nothing at all, while Kissinger spoke at length. But what 
did he say? For us Albanians this is a mystery. 


How is it possible that the Chinese tell us the opinions of our enemies 
about our enemies... This is great perfidy, but this must have its own 
great reasons. These two states, the United States of America and China, 
come together in their anti-Soviet feelings and in the contradictions 
which both of them have with the Soviet Union. The two sides reckon to 
benefit from these contradictions. 


The whole policy of China with the United States of America was restricted 
to Indochina, Taiwan, Japan, and Pakistan. According to the Chinese 
exposition, the Soviet Union does not seem to exist at all, just as 
Europe, Latin America, Africa, Asia, and all the major complicated world 
problems do not exist at all. This means to enter the international 
arena from the kitchen door, if possible without making any noise, lest 
you spoil the appetite of the great lords who are feasting on the blood 
and flesh of the peoples. In other words, China tells the United States 
of America: “Let us be friends in this zone, let us restrain the Soviet 
Union, Il in this part here, you in the other parts of the world, and 
especially in Europe and Africa. I have no great pretentions to spheres 
of influence in those countries. I am not taking the least initiative 
towards India, either,” etc. 


Hence, I do not think the question is so simple as Chou Enlai is seeking 
to explain to us with the “diplomacy of chiefs," which the Soviet revi- 
sionists carry on with the United States of America, and the "diplomacy 
of the people,” which the Chinese pursue, allegedly to link themselves 
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with the people through the chiefs. Wo one can swallow this. They say: 
“It is six of one and half a dozen of the other.” 


Conciliation With American laperialise by Sacrificing the Principles 


No, this policy is unprincipled and its basis is an anti-Marxist, anti- 
revolutionary line. Conciliation is sought with American imperialiss, 
compromises are sought with it, sacrificing principles. The words, "We 
want to link ourselves with the American people in order to shake the 
throne of imperialism in the metropolis,” are demagogy. With the Li 
Xiannian, Guo Mo-jos and others like these going to the USA for visits 
and meetings with the heads of government, no contact is made with the 
American people, and neither is the throne of imperialisa shaken. Only 
correct, principled, uncompromising struggle, only the revolution, will 
dig the grave for imperialisa. 


This famous, allegedly new, diplomacy which Mao Zedong and Chou Enlai 
are preaching to us is not new, but old, it is a diplomacy of “osmosis. 
This means, send people from China to America “to educate” them, and 
send people from America to China in order to “educate” the Chinese. 
These people who will go to China will be 99 per cent agents of 
imperialism, and those who will come from China will be revisionists 
selected by Chou Enlai and his men. A beautiful prospect for China... 


If this revisionist course .s not brought to a halt immediately, the 
China of Mao Zedong will take the same road that the revisionist Soviet 
Union took, and here there is the danger that matters will be precipi- 
tated and great confusion created. 


What is occurring in China interests both the imperialists and the 
revisionists. The first phase is that of setting China on the road of 
agreement with the revisionist betrayal, on the road of becoming dis- 
credited in the international arena, in the eyes of the peoples and 
communists. The second phase is the game of the three superpowers, of 
new combinations, of the balance of forces, of more severe quarrels in 
the international arena. 


The peoples and the Marxist-Leninists, underlines Comrade Enver Hoxha, 
must fight with self-sacrifice to stop this retrogressive world course. 


Disgraceful, Anti-Marxist Negotiations 


In another note dated: Durres, Wednesday, July 28, 1971, Comrade Enver 
Hoxha once more condemns the line of alliance of the Chinese revisionist 
leadership with American imperialism. The note reads: When the war was 
still going on, when the Americans were killing and bombing in Vietnam 
and the whole of Indochina, China held secret talks with the Americans 
in which the agreement was reached that Nixon should go to Beijing and, 
as it turned out, discussions about Vietnam were also held. 
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These disgraceful, anti-Marxist, uncomradely negotiations were held 
without the knowledge of the Vietnamese, let alone any knowledge on our 
part. This was scandalous. This was a betrayal of the Chinese towards 
the Vietnamese, towards their war, towards us, their allies, and all the 
other progressive peoples. This is revolting. 


This about-turn of China in its stand towards Vietnam is disgraceful 
and is explained with the change of its line to a rapprochement with 
the United States of America. The Chinese are making another major 
mistake to justify this shitty business of theirs. In the in‘ormation 
which he gave our ambassador, Chou Enlai said: “We foresee that the 
war in Vietnam will continue, therefore, as we told the comrades in 
Hanoi, they should fight and, at the same time, we should talk.” 


Of course, this has revolted the Vietnamese, and quite rightly so, because 
those who were against talks now come and tell them: “You go on fighting, 
shed your blood and we shall talk here in Beijing and in Washington.” 

This means, in other words, if victory comes in Vietnam, the Mao-Nixon 
talks brought this, that is, the victory is due to the Chinese and not 

to those who were killed and burned. Wo, such things are unacceptable, 

in no way are they acceptable. , 


Mao Zedong must abandon this road immediately. This road cannot be 
defended as the Chinese propagandists are doing by saying, “Lenin, too, 
held talks with the Mensheviks,” “Lenin, too, talked with the Germans 
at (?Brest)."” Tomorrow these propagandists will certainly be saying, 
“Stalin, too, signed the non-aggression pact with Hitler.” The bour- 
geoisie has constantly used these “arguments,” but has broken its head 
on them, because neither Lenin nor Stalin ever fell into mistakes of 
principle, they never violated principles. Their actions were clear. 
Time and the unerring theory of Marxism-Leninism have made them con- 
pletely clear. 


Chou Enlai's Talks With Henry Kissinger 


In the note of Thursday, October 28, 1971, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes 
among others: The second round of talks is over. Instead of four days, 
they went on for six days in the greatest secrecy. The communique is 
laconic, especially from the Chinese side, a communique which says 
nothing except that the talks had to do with the journey of the American 
president to Beijing. The whole world knows this. 


Meanwhile Kissinger, who has returned to Washington, had his first talks 
with his president and, according to foreign agencies, declared that 
everything went well, the talks about the president's journey to China 
are in order. 


Hence, perhaps we can conclude that Nixon's going to Beijing is not 
encountering any obstacle. And if there were obstacles to this ir the 
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ranks of the Chinese leadership, they have now been eliminated by 
denouncing them as “leftist views." -adoubtedly they have reached agree- 
ment over the problems which will be discussed, not just as to the sub- 
jects, but also as to the approximate joint solution. 


In another note Comrade Enver Hoxha condemns the stand of the Chinese 
leaders, who prepare the welcome of Nixon in China, at a time when, on 
the order of this criminal president, the air raids on Vietnam were 
becoming more intensive and barbarous. The note dated Tuesday, 
December 28, 1971, is entitled: “Mass American Bombing of North 
Vietnan." 


For six or seven days on end, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, American air- 
craft have been furiously bombing North Vietnam--radar stations, sero- 
dromes, and villages (250 incursions per day). The bombing has reached 
the outskirts of Hanoi, but the city itself has still not been attacked. 
Vietnam Radio reports deaths among the people, while the American com- 
mand in Saigon says the bombing is being carried out on the order of 
President Nixon himself. 


Nixon and American imperialism will never give up aggression or stop the 
bombing of Vietnam if their hands are not cut off. A great tragedy is 
being played in Vietnam, and it goes beyond the borders of that country. 


Nixon's going to Beijing was being prepared secretly. This “bomb” was 
dropped, and the Vietnamese, like us, had apparently not been consulted, 
therefore they were displeased and there were some internal rumblings. 
We read solemn declarations on the part of China that the question of 
Vietnam would not be discussed with Nixon. We followed the comings and 
goings of Chinese and Vietnamese delegations to Hanoi and Beijing, 
declarations were issued and speeches delivered: “China is always the 
base area of Vietnam,” “China thinks that Vietnam itself must decide 

its own fate,” etc. 


On the other hand, Kissinger goes to China for the second time, holds 
long talks with Chou, and makes solemn declarations that “in the talks 
with Nixon, third countries will not be discussed.” In other words, 
Chou Enlai, through the mouth of Kissinger, says publicly (because the 
Chinese, for their part, are not saying anything about what they discuss 
with the Americans) that they are not concerned about the problem of the 
Americans’ war in Vietnam. The Chinese may deny it, and have to 
disclaim such a thing absolutely, but this is how it turns out. This 

is becoming very dangerous for the Chinese. 


Hence, the present situation is like this: On the one hand, the official 
American delegations come and go to Beijing and in peace, friendship, 

with mutual goodwill, prepare the journey of President Nixon down to the 
finest details, and on the other hand, hundreds and thousands of American 
bombers fly each day over North Vietnam, unload their bombs, and kill the 
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people in the name of that rabid criminal president who will be welcomed 
in Beijing. 


This is a political crime, this is scandal such as has never been seen 
or heard of before. Beijing writes an occasional article, but this has 
mo more value than the “fiery anti-American” articles of PRAVDA. 
Demagogy... 


Beijing is not making even the minimum gesture to react to the American 
bombing of North Vietnam and at least cancel the reception of Nixon in 
Beijing, making the cessation of the bombing a condition for this visit. 
But it is not easy for Beijing to carry out even this political act. 
Nixon has them by the throat and is blackmailing then. 


The Chinese have made a public commitment that they will not discuss 

the question of Vietnam when Nixon goes to Beijing. This is one thing, 
but the biggest thing is Nixon's going to Beijing itself, the question 
of the Chinese policy, and the new Chinese strategy. There was an 
interval reaction over this. Such a thing brought them big problems 
and therefore, radical measures were taken and a purge carried out. Now 
they cannot retreat, because the retreat has catastrophic consequences 
for the politicians who built the new strategy. 


Comrade Enver Hoxha denounces the praises that the Americans and Chou 
Enlai make to one another. The note of Wednesday, February 2, 1972, 

which deals with this, is entitled: “The Americans Are Buttering Up 

Chou Enlai.” 


Yesterday, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, the American press vas lavishing 
praise on Chow Enlai. They called him a thinker, a philosopher, even 
in the way he smiles. According to them, Chou, overflowing with good 
will, asked them to make criticisms of him, which he accepted, saying 
that he would take measures “to save Beijing from the smog." He told 
them that he had a great admiration for the American people. According 
to the Americans, Chou gently criticized the line of Nixon over the 

war in Vietnam, while the Americans praised Chou because he works hard, 
eighteen hours a day, and is as fresh as a daisy. They are buttering 
him up. 


To Violate the Revolutionary Principles Means To Slip From the Line 
In the note of Sunday, February 20, 1972, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: 


The official meeting with the head of American imperialism begins 
tomorrow. Nixon, the executioner of peoples, will shake hands with Mao 
and Chou Enlai. Our party has told the Chinese of its opinion about 
this meeting in a letter. The Chinese propaganda is continuing its 
“attacks” on both the Soviet Union and the United States of America, 
but, obviously, regarding the USA it is in two minds. It has Nixon on 
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a visit, and at the same time it gust save face in the eyes of the world. 
How will things go after this meeting? There are two possible courses: 
Either struggle, and then this meeting is « fruitless gesture, or the 
Chinese will proceed against American imperialism as the Soviet revision- 
ists do, that is, “curse them by day and kiss them by night.” The inten- 
sity of “the curses and kisses” cannot be concealed for long through 
demagogy. The fact is that the meeting and talks with the Americans 

have an anti-Sowiet character. According to the Chinese we can rely on 
the Americans in order to fight the Soviets. I have spoken above about 
how we must exploit the contradictions which exist between these two 
superpowers, but to join in their dance, to violate the revolutionary 
principles in order to become a major power in this wrong way means to 
slip from the line. 


[8 Jul 79] 


[Text] Tirama, 8 Jul (ATA)--In continuation of his notes Comrade Enver 
Hoxha deals with Nixon's visit to Chima. The note of Tuesday, 
February 22, 1972, is entitled: 


Mao Zedong Received Nixon 


Yesterday Mao Zedong, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, received Nixon and 
talked with him for one hour. What they talked about is not known. 


Chow Enlai and Nixon both delivered speeches at a banquet, in which five 
thousand people took part. XINHUA has not published their speeches, 
while foreign agencies have done so. Thus, if we base ourselves on 
them, Chou's speech is “friendly,” very correct, full of proposals for 
friendly relations between the “two peoples,” seeks to establish normal 
relations, including diplomatic relations, on the basis of the five 
principles. Meanwhile Nixon's speech is full of demagogy about peace, 
about friendship with the Chinese people, and ironical praise for them, 
but done delicately. 


China Is Heading Towards the Course of a Revisionist Creat Power 


In the note of Friday, February 25, 1972, Comrade Enver Hoxha analyses 
it length, through an iron logic and farsightedness the dangerous turn 
of the Chinese policy, its content and consequences. Comrade Enver 
Hoxha writes among others: 


fhina is gradually abandoning its revolutionary line, both in strategy 
and tactics, and has set out on a course with an opportunist, liberal, 
revisionist line. Wow, with this line, it is proceeding in the direc~- 
tion of softening and agreement with American imperialiem and the other 
capitalist countries. In thie direction China is emerging as 4 dangerous 
competitor of the Soviets “in the benefits, and the material advantages 
of the policy of balance which the ‘American friendship’ brings them.” 
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Both of them, the Soviets and the Chinese, swear black and blue that 
they are against the United States of America, but friendship with it 
is the “thing they covet.” Here there is and will be conflict between 
these two revisionist contenders, in the interest of American imperial- 
ise. Both types of revisionisa vill continue their abandonment of 
Marxiem-Leninisa, with their tattered disguises, which they are tryirg 
to maintain. This is one aspect. 


Soviet revisionism will try to hang on to its hegemony in the revisionist 
camp, While Chinese revisionism will fight to take this hegemony from it, 
or at least to cut it in half. The one is defending itself, the other 
attacking in these fields, naturally with the same revisionist anti- 
Marxist weapons. China is more and more heading rapidly towards the 
course of a revisionist great power, towards the transformation of its 
line into a revisionist great power, towards the transformation of its 
line into a revisionist line. At present it is in a more acute struggle 
with the Soviets, whose revisionist ideological hegemony and social- 
imperialist great power positions are threatened by it, and is smiling 
on America for a counter-weight and its own consolidation as 4 aajor 
capitalist power. 


This is the orientation of the new strategy and tactics which the 
Chinese have recently adopted and which Chou Enlai put before us orally, 
when he told us of Nixon's going to Beijing. This is the essence, all 
the rest is fioriture (Italian in the original) and window-dress.ng. 


Mao and Chow Please the Americans 


In the mote dated: Surrel, Sunday, February 27, 1972, Comrade Enver 
toxha writes: This evening the Chinese and the Americans issved a joint 
communique. As it emerges from what we have read in the press and seen 
on television, Nixon received a very warm and friendly welcome from the 
Chinese, especially from Mao and Chow Enlai. I just glanced at the 
communique... At the very first glance, it seems to be flowing with 
sweetness about American imperialism. The Americans are pleased with 
Mao and Chou. 


\ another note of Friday, March 3, 1972, Comrade Enver Hoxha points out: 
The Chinese Have Deviated Just Like Khrushchev 


| carefully studied and took notes on the Sino-American comsunique. 

The Chinese really have deviated, just as Khrushchev did in his time. 
Chinese revisionism also will develop with its own zigzags and nuances, 
but it is always revisionism, anti-Marxiem, and in collaboration with 
American imperialisn. 


Qwelling on the Sino-American communique, in the note of Saturday, 
March 4, 1972, Comrade Enver Hoxha exposes the Chinese revisionism about 
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its policy of collaboration with American imperialism. He writes among 
others: 


The Chinese Have Not Given Us Any Official Information About Nixon's 
Visit 


The Sino-American communique is most astonishing. By means of it, Mao 
Zedong will really show the world that he is opening “a new era” in the 
history of mankind, that he is applying “a new strategy” with Aserican 
imperialism, as Chou Enlai put it to our ambassador in Beijing, when he 
informed him of the decision that Nixon was to go to Beijing. 


The communique, the speeches and the receptions showed that Nixon was 
welcomed to China as a friend, and not as the enemy which he is. 
Irrespective of the fact that he was received, they need not have 
brought owt such a disgraceful communique discrediting to socialism and 
China, which trumpets that it “is a socialist country which adheres to 
and defends the Marxist-Leninist principles.” 


Apart from other things, ome matter that strikes the eye in the Sino- 
American communique is China's interest only in itself and the states 
round about it, especially those of Indochina and Korea. China says 
it is “opposed to spheres of influence,” but in the said communique, 
together with the Americans, it defines *he spheres of influence of 
itself, the United States of America and Japan, that is, Asia and the 
Pacific. 


Astonishingly, China, a “big socialist” country, says nothing at all in 
the communique about the peoples of Europe, those of Africa and Latin 
America, or those of the Middle East. This is not a stand based on 
Marxist dialectics and historical materialisn. 


China, which talks so auch about exploiting contradictions in the ranke 
of our enemies, has almost forgotten them, or has summed them up siaply 
in “the Soviet-American contradictions” and, by its approaches to the 
United States of America, thinks that it has deepened these contradic- 
tions and done the whole job. To fail, as China has done on this occa- 
sion, to speak about the peoples of other continents who are fighting, 
is a colossal, irreparable mistake, which will cost dearly. For China, 
apperently, the other peoples and their struggle have been and are non- 
existent. It is clear that all these others, of whom no mention is 
made, are “in the spheres of influence of the Americans and the Soviets.” 
Thies can have no other meaning. 


At these moments of grave general crisis, both for American imperialisa 
and Soviet social-imperialism, China, as a “big socialist” country, 
should have fought and manoeuvred to deepen this crisis. But instead of 
doing this, it has sought rapprochement with the United States of America, 
and allowed the polarization of reaction, assisted it in this crisis, 
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discouraged the dissidents with the United States of America, and 
weakened the revolution. This whole phoney Marxist-Leninist policy is 
being carried out by the Chinese allegedly in the interests of “the 
triumph of the revolution.” The Chinese want to tell the Americans, 
“We are not a superpower,” while they want to tell us, "We must deceive 
the enemies, gain time, and give che impression that we are not for the 
revolution.” Neither we nor the Americans, nor anyone else will fall 
for these Chinese tricks. 


Part of Europe, which the Chinese do not even mention, is socialist 
Albania. Up till today, the 4th cf March, the Chinese Government has 
given us no official information about Nixon's visit and the talks 
which were held with him. Dead silence... Meanwhile Nixon, on his 
part, on leaving Shanghai, sent his assistant-secretaries of state who 
were with him, to the countries which are his allies and friends, to 
explain to them more extensively the talks and the results which he had 
in Beijing. Mao and Chou have no friends, they do not inform their 
“friends,” because they do not consider them friends. 


We Draw Conclusions on the Basis of Facts 


Under this title appears the note of Sunday, March 5, 1972, in which 
(cmrade Enver Hoxha writs: 


Our ambassador in Beijing, Xhorxhi Robo, informed us that, on the 4th of 
March, the deputy-chief of the general staff, Deng Xiao, received our 
deputy-military attache in Beijing at the meeting of introduction and 
spoke to him, amongst other things, about Nixon's visit to China. Deng 
Xiao said: "N.xon came but was not received with crowds or flowers. 

if the people had come out, they would have given him a hot reception. 
We have had major differences and contradictions with Nixon. Our views 
have been expressed in the communique in which there are also some things 
we have in common. We have not relinquished any of our principles. 
During the talk, Chairman Mao struck heavy blows at Nixon. We demanded 
that the Americans immediately withdraw their forces from Indochina. 
About Taiwan we told him that it is the tervitory of the People's Repub- 
lic of China.” Then Xhorxhi Robo adds that the Chinese Comrade Deng 
spoke “against imperialism and revisionism,” pointed out "the friendship 
which exists between our two countries,” saying, “Now we shall attack 
American imperialism more," and “link ourselves more closely with the 
peoples of Albania, Korea, Vietnam and Indochina.” 


This is what the Chinese deputy-chief of the general staff of China said. 
Beautiful informetion... Either this Chinese cadre has no idea of what 
is going on in China and the world in connection with Nixon's visit to 
his country, or they have told him “Tell the Albanians what we are 
telling you.” And this cadre thinks that, since this information is 
sufficient for him, “it is sufficient for the Albanians, too." 
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However, Deng Xiao's words, "Mao struck heavy blows at Nixon,” are by 
no means sufficient for the Albanians. We see no sign of these “heavy 
blows.” If the Chinese call telling Nixon, “You must withdraw from 
Indochina, and Taiwan is part of the PR of China," “heavy blows,” then 
they can stomach a great deal. There are no heavy blows, either in what 
the deputy-chief of the general staff said, or in the communique. 


But the deputy-chief of the general staff said one thing, no doubt 
unwittingly, that “the people did not come out to welcome Nixon, because, 
if they had come out, they would have given him a hot reception.” This 
means that the Chinese people are not in agreement with Nixon's visit 

to China, that is, they do not like this decision of Mao and Chou. The 
deputy-chief of the general staff said, also, that from now on China's 
struggle against American imperialism would be stepped up. 


Why? Nothing indicates that the struggle will be stepped up, The oppo- 
site of what they tell us is occurring. The Nixon-Mao-Chou meeting 
brought about the softening of the struggle, and not the hardening of it. 
Apparently, the Chinese think we are gullible. "Think what we tell you 
to think, and do not draw conclusions from what I do. There is no need 
for your head to work, since the heads of Mao and Chou are working,” is 
what he means. This may be true for the Chinese, but not for the 
Albanians. His party and Marxism-Leninism teach the Albanian to judge, 
to reason, to draw conclusions on the basis of facts. 


But will the Chinese comrades content themselves with giving us only 
this information, or will they give us some more? Will this be “the 
official information,” or will tiey do this through the ambassador? 
We shall see... 


From Now on Nothing Should Surprise Us 


Writing about the establishment of regular government contacts between 
China and the USA, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes among others in the note 
of Tuesday, March 14, 1972: 


Two weeks have gone by since Nixon left China. The world press pointed 
out in recent days that China and the United States of America decided 
on Paris as the centre where regular meetings between Nixon's ambassador 
and the Chinese ambassador will be held. Warsaw is no longer the main 
place for Sino-American meetings. Paris has now become the meeting 
place, while the ambassadors of the parties which will meet here are 

not the ambassadors of the United States of America and of China 
accredited to France, as was the case when these meetings were held in 
Poland, but are special envoys. 


Hence, “regular government contacts ut the rank of ambassadors have been 
established between China and the USA" with the centre neither Beijing 
nor Washington, but Paris. The American-Taipei friendship and the 
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dignity of Chiang Kai-shek have been preserved, so this obstacle, too, 
has been overcome. As the foreign press reported, the day before yester- 
day, these two ambassadors held their first “cordial” meeting of 55 
minutes in the Chinese Embassy in Paris. This is natural, from now on 
nothing should surprise us. 


American Imperialism Is and Will Be Perfidious, Cunning, Deceitful, 
Blood-Thirsty, an Enemy of Socialism and the Peoples 


In the note of Saturday, March 18, 1972, Comrade Enver Hoxha exposes the 
aggressive nature of American imperialism and the base stand of the 
Chinese leaders towards it. 


Nixon's going to China, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, may cause a cooling 
in the Albanian-Chinese friendly relations. This is a political question 
of major importance on which we and the Chinese have different views. } 
I have dealt with this aspect on other occasions, hence it is not neces- 
sary to excend on it here. The Chinese consummated this problem, at 

least the first phase of it: They received Nixon in the way they did 

(I have written on this, too, at other times), and now the talks 

between Chinese and American ambassadors have commenced or “recommenced” 
(naturally, with another content, about other problems of major impor- 
tance, no doubt), not in Warsaw, but in Paris. What are these ambassa- 
dors talking about? This is a mystery to everybody. When they talked 

in Warsaw, it was said “about the question of Taiwan," now some Chinese 
»fficial drops a hint such as, “We shall see whether the United States 

of America is going to keep its word.” Of course, as to what word the 
Jnited States of America ought to keep, the Chinese know this, but we, 
stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, know ome thing: That American imperialism 
will not keep any word, as it is, and will always be, perfidious, cunning, 
deceitful, blood-thirsty, an enemy of socialism and the peoples, right up 
to the time it is destroyed. 


If you ask the Chinese, “What word should the Americans keep?,” they will 
certainly say: “What was written in the Sino-American communique." 
However, American imperialism has never said the opposite of those 
things it said once again in that communique, but has always acted con- 
trary to what it has said. 


[9 Jul 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 9 Jul (ATA)--Nixon's Journey to China, the Sino-American 
Talks, the Final Communique 


In the note of Tuesday, March 21, 1972, Comrade Enver Hoxha maker a 
detailed analysis of Nixon's journey to China, the Sino-American talks 
and the final communique. 
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The Preparations Were Not Done for the “Year of the Rat," But for “the 
Coming of the...Paper Tiger” 


Superficially, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, it seemed as if the Chinese 
were not taking preparatory measures, but this was not true: They 
cleaned up the city, painted the shops and houses, especially in those 
streets and zones through which Nixon would pass, removed all the 
“dangerous” slogans which might annoy the “notable” guest, filled the 
shops with all kinds of goods, displayed books of "Chinese and foreign 
classics,” which up till yesterday had disappeared from circulation in 
the bookshops. All these things were done under the guise of the 
Chinese “New Year." But no one swallowed this. These things were not 
done for the “Year of the Rat,” but for “the coming of the...paper 
tiger.” 


The Chinese press had ceased its propaganda against American imperialisa, 
but while waiting for Nixon, it was obliged to write several times "in 
defence” of Vietnam, which at these particular moments was being heavily 
bombed by the Americans. 


American imperialism and the whole capitalist world gave this journey 
very great publicity and dug up everything they could find to say or 
guess about it. In other words, they beat the drum so loudly that .o 

a certain degree they managed to create the impression in the world that 
this journey “would change the course of history,” that the rabid anti- 
communist Nixon would achieve that rapprochement with China which no 
other president of the United States of America had managed to achieve. 
The bourgeoisie put Nixon down in history as the "man of peace” and the 
fact is that during all this time its propaganda became so deafening in 
this direction, that his terrible work as a war criminal who is slaughter- 
ing the peoples of Indochina, etc., was obscured. 


China, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, has great responsibility in the 
matter of accepting Nixon in Beijing. 


We, for our part, did not cease our struggle against American imperialism 
and Nixon for one moment, regardiess. 


Nixon's welcome at the airport on the part of the Chinese was without 
crowds, without speeches, without the presence of the diplomatic corps. 
Otixerwise, it would have been an open scandal and a challenge in any 
situation. 


The “external cold correctness of the Chinese," which was apparent at 

the airport and in the streets, through which the cortege passed was nothing 
but a trompe L'oel (eyewash) ("rench in the original). Instead of con- 
tinuing this way with an “undesired guest," who had been allowed to come 

"to exchange opinions on problems of interest tc the two countries," 
without laying down any conditions with the guest who, up till yesterday, 
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had been described by the Chinese themselves as “the most vicious fascist 
criminal,” “a murderer,” etc., etc., the protocol observed and the stand 
towards Nixon took a one hundred and eighty degree turn. 


The Ice Was Broken After Mao-Nixon Meeting 


The president of the United States of America had hardly rested after his 
journey, the note reads further, “men he was received by Mao Zedong and 
in his working office at that. As tar as we know, this had never occur- 
red before. Mao Zedong has always received other friends and guests, 
even the closest friends and guests of China, at the end of their visit. 
He has always received our delegations, too, at the end. The American 
journalists did not know that Mao would receive Nixon immediately he 
arrived, and apparently neither did the American delegation. Therefore 
they described it as a “bombshell.” And in fact this reception was a 
bombshell. In this way Mao wanted to display his special warmth and 
gratitude to Nixon for these contacts and talks, wanted to display 
intimacy, because he received him in his studio, and on the table where 
the president leaned his elbows, there was a pile of books, in order to 
let Nixon know that he was dealing with a “great thinker." Mao Zedong 
also wanted to show Nixon that it was he, Mao, who opened this “new era 
in the world,” which is the “question of Sino-American relations,” and 

on the other hand to tell the Chinese people that this “policy of friend- 
ship" with American imperialism "is my policy, and not Chou Enlai'‘s.” 

If this policy does not turn out well, “we have experience and lay the 
blame on Chou." 


The communique issued after the Mao-Nixon meeting said only “The talks 
were sincere and frank,” hence, it was neither fish nor fowl, while the 
Chinese television spoke in another language. Mao and Nixon appeared 

on the small screen happy and laughing, clasping each other not by one 
but by both hands. Kissinger was lolling, smiling and happy, in an arm- 
chair, as if in his own home. Chou Enlai was aux anges (in the seventh 
heaven) (French in the original) laughing and chuckling so loudly that 
he became embarrassed and covered his mouth with his hand. Hence, the 
atmosphere was more than friendly. And this atmosphere only the Chinese 
television, that is, a controlled television, had captured. And then it 
was shown on the snall screen. And this was done by Chou not without a 
purpose, but so that history would fix this “historic moment," so that 
the Americans would see it and the Chinese people, too, would be orien- 
tated by this “brilliant proletarian strategy and tactics" of Mao Zedong. 


After this “very significant" act of Mao's, the atmosphere, which had 
appeared constrained, improved, the ice was broken, "a hundred flowers 
began to bloom,” and "they set out on the Long March.” 








This Means To Go Over to the Road of Lackeys of Imperialism 


Further Comrade Enver Hoxha conti. ses: The banquet put on by the Chinese 
was magnificent. What did Chou Enlai say at this banquet? All the good 
things, as if he were addressing not a new friend but an old one. In the 
end, said Chou, the doors to friendly contacts have been opened. For 
Chou and those who think like him, Nixon ceased to be an imperialist, a 
fascist, an executioner of peoples. This, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, 
means to go over to the road of lackeys of imperialism. 

“We have disagreements," says Chou in his speech, “but these must not 
become obstacles to our reaching agreement and coexisting, etc. Minor 
disagreements exist.” 


Khrushchev spoke like this in the past, but he was not so “genteel” with 
the American guests as Chou is proving to be, taking the greatest care 
to avoid saying any word out of place which could be misinterpreted. 


For Chou, who is trying to conceal his aims, the American people are so 
“good™ that they could not be better. "The American people are friends 

of the Chinese people,” and Chou continues this refrain up to the point 
that the orchestra at the banquet played the song “America Is Beautiful’-- 
the beautiful America of millionaires and multimillionaires--America, the 
centre of fascism and barbarous imperialism--America, the murderer of 
Vietnamese and Arabs, the suppressor of the peoples’ freedom--the “beauti- 
ful” America of gangsters--the “beautiful” America where the blacks, the 
unemployed and the communists are oppressed and murdered. 


And they sing te this America in Beijing so ardently that Nixon, in his 
reply to Chou Enlai at the banquet, said: "I have never heard American 
music played better than this in a foreign country.” It was clear that 
even Nixon was surprised, a indeed, more or less implied: "It seems 

[ have been wrong, I though /ou really were communists.” 


And Nixon continues: 


“Let us set out together on a Long March, not on an aimless course, but 
on different roads which lead to the same objective, to the objective of 
building a new world structure of peace and justice in which all can 
stand together with the same dignity and every nation, big or small, will 
have the right to decide for itself its form of government, without 
interference or domination from outside...." 


Nixon goes on: 


"There is no reason for us to be enemies, because neither of us is seek- 
ing the territory of the other, neither is seeking domination over the 
other, or to stretch his hands over and dominate the world. Together, 
we can build a new and better world." 
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And how does Chou Enlai reply to this filthy fascist? He replies pre- 
cisely and simply like this: "...The world is moving towards progress, 
towards the light and not towards the cirkness." Chou Enlai eliminated 
the expression that the world is moving towards the revolution. The 
newspapers quite rightly say: “Chou brushed aside the world revolution.” 
This is scandalous and disgraceful propagands and demagogy which Beijing 
is making about the rabid fascist who has shed the blood of the peoples 
of the world, the head of the world imperialism, Nixon and who is doing 
this? Beijing, which claims to be the world centre of Marxism-Leninisn. 


Nixon's Going to Beijing and the Sino-American Joint Communique Constitute 
a Victory for American Imperialism 


During the days of the visit, continues Comrade Enver Hoxha, every desire 
of Nixon, Mao and Chou was fulfilled. No contradiction was apparerit 
between the two sides, apart from those expressed in a few usual formulas. 
In the end, the Sino-American joint communique came out to confirm their 
unity on many basic views. Let us examine these. 


Nixon's going to Beijing, the welcome he received there, and the Sino- 
American joint communique, underlines Comrade Enver Hoxha, constitute a 
victory for American imperialism and for Nixon personally. Meanwhile 
China did not, could not gain anything out of this; on the contrary, it 
lost in the eyes of the revolutionary peoples of the world and the 
international communist movement. China “financed” American imperialism 
with credibility in the eyes of the peoples. It told the peoples and the 
communists that even at these moments, when American imperialism is sowing 
death and destruction, when it has occupied their territories, when it 
does not have and is not going to have diplomatic relations with them and 
when its system is in crisis, still you can hold friendly talks with it, 
sit cheek by jowl with it and recognize its right to deceive the peoples. 
This is what China has done. This is impermissible and must be con- 
demned. It is not on our Marxist-Leninist line. 


The Sino-American Communique Is the Most Disgraceful Document Conceivable 


The Sino-American communique, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, is the most 
disgraceful document conceivable. In this communique the "beautiful" 
views of the two sides are set out equally, side by side. 


What turned out of all this? Nothing--almost no opposition, althc gh 

they stress that “major contradictions exist" between them. Not the 
slightest sign of the polemic appears, but on the contrary, after they 
performed this “idyllic tableau" before the waiting public, they came 

out with what they had in their hearts. And the conclusion is this: 
Peaceful coexistence typical of Khrushchev, indeed more perfect than his, 
because according to the Sino-American communique, everything will be 
settled without conflicts, in other words, “without weapons, without 
wars,” will be settled with rose petals. Truly the tiger turned out to be 
a “paper tiger,” but one cannot work out who is the paper tiger. 
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What emerges from this communique? China tells the world: It talked 
with the United States of America in a friendly way and as a result of 
these talks war between the two of us will be avoided, the Asian-Pacific 
region will not be allowed to become a sphere of influence of any great 
power (a fable), neither party gust enter into agreement with a third 
party against the other party (a fable), and the world must not be 
divided into spheres of influence (again a fable). 


All these fables written into the communique are approved by the Chinese, 
who tell the world: “See, we forced the Americans to accept all these 
things. This is a great victory for socialism.” The Chinese tell the 
gullible: “See, the Americans aren't so bad after all,” and although 

we concluded nothing about Taiwan or the establishment of diplomatic 
relations, “we shall carry on trade with the United States of America, 
exchange scientists, artists, journalists," etc. In other words, “We 
opened the doors for the invasion of China by the United States of 
America." This is rather astounding, but this is what will occur in 
fact. 


When Chou Enlai returned to Beijing from Shanghai, where he had gone to 
see Nixon off, he received a triumphant welcome with gongs, with flowers 
and with Chiangs Chings. Chou was the “hero of the day." This “hero 

of the day” will work with all his strength within the country, with the 
support of Mao, to strengthen the positi». of his group. He will rapidly 
develop all-round relations with the Americans, will support the candida- 
ture of Nixon, because now he is his friend and will make many combina- 
tions with him, but will also try to avoid being badly exposed in the 
eyes of the peoples. For the time being the “hero of the day” will 
oppose the Soviets as far as he has the support of the United States of 
America, but in the end he, too, will throw off his disguise, as 
Khrushchev did. As for the world revolution, for communism and socialisn, 
he will put the heavy lid on them, just as the revisionists in the Soviet 
Union «nd elsewhere did. This is where the road they have taken leads 
them to. May we prove to be wrong, but the facts do not permit us to 
judge otherwise. Marxism-Leninism, which inspires and guides us, does 
not permit us to judge the Chinese comrades and their activities 
differently, stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha. 


{10 Jul 79] 


[Text] Tirana, 10 Jul (ATA)--Following the further development of the 
Sino-American relations, Comrade Enver Hoxha in the note of Thursday, 
April 20, 1972, entitled: 


China Is Getting Deeper Into an Impasse 


Writes among others: China reports that yesterday two of the most 
important American senators, Mansfield and Scott, the main representa- 
tives of the two American parties, arrived in Beijing. They go to China 
as “friends.” 
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The visit of these two main imperialist envoys gravely damages the repu- 
tation of China and puts it even more thoroughly on a very wrong road 
with no way out, the road which began with the ~isit of Nixon to 


Beijing. 
China Keeps Silence About Nixon's Visit to Moscow 


In the note of Monday, May 29, 1972, Comrade Enver Hoxha condemns the 
opportunist stand of the Chinese leadership towards Nixon's visit to 
Moscow. 


The visit of Nixon, the president of the United States of America, to 
Moscow, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, is not a minor, unimportant matter. 
Neither are the talks which are being held there between Brezhnev and 
Nixon, between American imperialism and Soviet social-imperialisn, 
unimportant, indeed they have great importance. The whole world, all 
the peoples, all governments are interested and expressing their opin- 
ions about what is going on in Moscow, about the open and secret plans 
and plots which are being hatched up there to the detriment of the peo- 
ples of the world, their future and peace, by the two imperialist super- 
powers. Only Mao Zedong’s China is silent. China has not announced even 
the fact of Nixon's going to Moscow, let alone all the rest, through its 
press and radio. 


China is concealing from its own people that its guest of three months 
ago, who was received there so warmly, is now in Moscow. Why are they 
keeping this secret from the people? This is one of the Chinese puzzles. 
To ignore such an event about which the whole world is talking and taking 
a stand, is a political absurdity, to say the least of it. To maintain 
such a stand on the reasoning, "I am China” and “ignore you,” this, too, 
is unrestrained political meglomania which goes beyond all bounds. This, 
again, is a political absurdity arising from great-state chauvinisa, 
which is expressed today in these forms and about these problems, but 
goes on tomorrow over other problems. 


Can the Chinese have promised Nixon not to criticize U.S. imperialism? 

Is there an agreement between them that they will cease the polemic for 
the sake of achieving these agreements? These things make one suspicious. 
However, the facts are facts, China is no longer in these militant revo- 
lutionary positions against imperialism, especially against American 
imperi.lism. 


When Nixon was to go and did go to China, the Soviets poured out every 
kind of abuse and slander against China. A sickening scandal. The 
Chinese remained silent, did not say a word, but we note that they told 
us "in confidence": "When Nixon goes we shall give the Soviets the 
stern reply they deserve." Nixon departed, many months passed before he 
went to Moscow, he did all those things in Vietnam, while the Chinese 
neither wrote nor speke against the Soviets. Again silence. And this 








heavy, suspicious, murky silence is still going on. This means cessation 
of the polemic, cessation of the ideological-political struggle. 


Why is this? Can it be that the Chinese are in secret negotiations with 
the Soviets about a policy of peaceful coexistence, as the revisionists 
understand it? Or are they in agreement with what has been signed 
between Brezhnev and Nixon in Moscow and China aspires to join in the 
same dance on equal conditions? One is forced to suspect even this. 

No other explanation can be found for this Chinese silence. 


All the copitalist states of the world, whether or not allies of the 
United Staces of America, are very worried about the Soviet-American 
alliance, about their drive to world hegemony, about the division of 
spheres of influence between them. And all of them, in one way or 
another, open or half-discussed, are expressing this worry. 


The Soviets and Americans openly talked and sealed agreements in Moscow. 
They are saying: “We should become masters of the fate of peoples and 
states, should buy their opinions and feelings, the /and, the sky and 
everything should belong to us, while we shall give the others the 
crumbs left on our table." “In this way,” they continue, “we achieve 
the old dream of capitalism, create the barons and the slaves, and 
between them stand the lackeys and the lancequenets (mercenaries) 
(French in the original).” 


These, and other things like these, were said and decided and sealed 
openly, without kid-gloves, without the slightest shame, in the Kremlin, 
where Lenin and Stalin, the sons of the proletariat and its leaders, 

the most faithful pupils of Marx and Engels, lived, worked and fought. 


But how many other things, even more dangerous for the peoples, were 
decided in the greatest secrecy by the czar Brezhnev and the fascist 
Nixon? Time will reveal this and life will prove us right. 


The Chinese always raise the issue that every political action of theirs 
(which smells of opportunism) is undertaken to exploit and deepen the 
contradictions. 


But what about the contradictions between the Soviet Union and the United 
States of America--have they been deepened through the policy of the 
Chinese? The latter can say what they like, there are and there will be 
contradictions between the two imperialist superpowers, but with Nixon's 
visit to Moscow and with what was decided there, the contradictions mark 
a relative softening, even if we accept that it is just for demagogy and 
propaganda. 


What have China and socialism gained by the toning down of the revolu- 
tionary struggle on the part of the Chinese? Nothing. I think that both 
China and the revolution have lost. 
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One thing is clear: The “new strategy and tactics” of Chou and Mao in 
the direction of the United States of America was not imposed on China 
painlessly. It brought about a reaction and the measures which are 
known, but which have never been announced, were taken. 


The Chinese Have Ceased the Polemics Against American Imperialism and 
Soviet Revisionisa= 


This is the title of the note of Friday, June 9, 1972. Functionaries 

of the Foreign Ministry of China, says Comrade Enver Hoxha, tell our 
comrades in Beijing: "Regardless of what the Soviets and the Americans 
do, what plans and plots they hatch up, we shall go on with our own 
work.” Stuff and nonsense. What are they doing? They are not speaking 
at all. They have completely ceased the polemic both with the United 
States of America and with the Soviets, vho, on their part, are saying 
nothing at all about China. Tranquility, heavenly peace reigns. This 
situation will spell nothing good. 


In the note of Wednesday, June 21, 1972, Comrade Enver Hoxha exposes the 
aims of the visit Kissinger made during those days to China. The note 
appears under the title: 


A “Lovely” Sino-American Agreement 


The German-American Henry Kissinger, the chief adviser of the fascist 
Nixon, writes Comrade Enver Hoxha, has been in Beijing for three days. 
His going to China was the subject of a brief announcement in Beijing 
and Washington. This announcement said that “problems of interest to 
the two countries will be discussed.” A fine formula, which means in 
other words, “there is no reason for others to interest themselves in 
a worry over what we shall talk about, the things we are discussing are 
entirely internal matters, and others should not concern themselves 
about our internal affairs.” A “lovely” Sino-American agreement. And 
the talks are continuing in the greatest secrecy between "the angel" 
Kissinger and Chou Enlai, and who knows, perhaps, Mao, too, since it 
is all so secret. 


Why should protocol be observed between "friends"? Many kinds of protocol 
can be observed: With the Albanians, who, the Chinese say, are their 
“fast friends,” they apply the protocol of completely ignoring then. 


We were told nothing about the fact that Kissinger was to go to Beijing, 
let alone what would be discussed. We learned of this visit from the 
press. Secret diplomacy is in operation from the Soviet side, from 

the Chinese, and from the Americans. Complete solidarity on this 
question from the three of them. Why should they involve others, they 
need to work in peace, the poor things. Or are they not working for the 
good of the world and the peoples? 





They are mot leaking anything even to the Western journalists who are 
nearly sick with curiosity. Their mouths have been sealed. Wo doubt 
they are doing this, too, “in the interests of heavenly peace throughout 
the world.” 


How dreadful for China that it is getting caught up in these dirty traps. 
In the diplomacy between the Soviet Union and Chita, capitalist America 
has become cock of the walk. It is dictating to them the policy and the 
course. How terrible, how terrible. How long will the peoples tolerate 
these underhand dealings at their expense? 


in another note, of Sunday, June 25, 1972, which deals with Kissinger’: 
visit to Beijing, Comrade Enver Hoxha writes: To keep up appearances, 
the Chinese allegedly gave us, through our ambassador in Beijing, “a 
general outline” to bring us up to date, from a certain Yu Chang [name 
as received|, deputy-foreign minister, who said: “I do not know the 


details about the talks which were held with Kissinger.” 


Sut what did Yu Chang say? He said that through Kissinger, Nixon assured 
the Chinese that nothing was decided in Moscow. [Words indistinct] 
insinuations of the Soviets against the Chinese. In other words, 

stresses Comrade Enver Hoxha, it turns out that the Americans allegedly 
defended China against the Soviets. Hence, the Soviets are bad, while 
the Americans allegedly are friends of China. See what times have come. 


(To be continued) 
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